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Calendar No. 23

REPORT

107TH CONGRESS
SENATE 107-7

1st Session

BETTER EDUCATION FOR STUDENTS AND TEACHERS ACT

MARCH 28, 2001.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions, submitted the following

REPORT
together with

ADDITIONAL VIEWS

[To accompany S. 1]

The Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions, hav-
ing had under consideration an original bill (S. 1) to extend pro-
grams and activities under the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965, and for other purposes, reports favorably there-
on and recommends that the bill do pass.

I. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR LEGISLATION

It is the purpose of the Better Education for Students and Teach-
ers (BEST) Act to renew, consolidate, and strengthen programs
under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 for the
next 7 years. The BEST Act represents the most dramatic change
in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) over the
past several decades, and perhaps the entire 35-year life of the act.

Over that period, ESEA has provided the authority for virtually
all Federal support for elementary and secondary education, and
ESEA programs currently receive about $18 billion in Federal
funding. Nearly half of these funds are used on behalf of disadvan-
taged children under the title I program. Other important activities
supported through ESEA include professional development, tech-
nology, reading and literacy, bilingual education, safe and drug-free
schools, and impact aid.

Despite the substantial Federal investment over the years, the
results have been mixed. Far too many of our students are coming
to school ill-equipped to learn, and leaving it having learned far too
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little. Our students rank near the bottom of the industrialized
world in international tests of mathematics and science knowledge,
and this dismal result disguises an even greater failing.

“The rising tide of mediocrity” described by the 1983 Nation at
Risk report was and is but a median of mediocrity. Some schools
and some students are doing well, offering and taking challenging
courses and aspiring to and meeting high standards. But far too
many children are not. More than 2 out of 3 children in our inner
cities in the 4th grade cannot read at the basic level measured by
the National Assessment of Educational Progress.

President George W. Bush has aptly described tolerance of the
status quo as “the soft bigotry of low expectations.” His blueprint
for education reform, No Child Left Behind, outlines a fundamental
reform of ESEA that would: increase accountability for student per-
formance, focus on what works, reduce bureaucracy and increase
flexibility, and empower parents with more information and choices
when schools fail.

President Bush has promised that, “Bipartisan education reform
will be the cornerstone of my Administration.” The Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions has built a foundation out
from that cornerstone that embraces the principles of the Presi-
dent’s proposal.

By a unanimous vote, the committee adopted the BEST Act,
which will demand greater accountability for student performance,
focus Federal support on a few key priorities, provide more flexi-
bility, and require real consequences and wider choices when
schools fail our children.

The BEST Act builds on the 1994 reauthorization of ESEA,
which reformed title I by requiring States to establish challenging
student performance and content standards, as well as assessments
aligned to those standards in order to measure student achieve-
ment.

The BEST Act would require States to establish content and stu-
dent performance standards in reading, math, history, and science
for all students. In addition, States will have to develop a plan to
ensure that all students, including those who are racial or ethnic
minorities or from low-income families, become academically pro-
ficient over the course of the next decade.

Progress cannot be divorced from measurement. To ensure that
all students make progress toward and attain the performance
standards developed by a State, the BEST Act would require States
to establish a single, statewide accountability system that would
report results to parents, educators, and the public.

The central feature of this system will be annual assessments in
mathematics and reading for all students in grades 3-8, which
must be in place by the school year of 2005—06. In addition, partici-
pation in the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), which is nearly universal among States today, would be-
come mandatory on an annual basis for a sample of 4th and 8th
grade students in mathematics and reading.

Good quality assessments are not inexpensive. The BEST Act
recognizes the additional demands being placed on States and com-
mits to sharing the burden. The Federal Government would as-
sume the full cost of administering State assessments under
NAEP, which is now borne by the States, and would fund the de-
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velopment costs of the additional assessments required by the
BEST Act. In addition, the BEST Act would ensure that the Fed-
eral Government would fund half of the ongoing costs of assess-
ments required under the Act.

The results of these assessments, both for all students and for
specific groups of students, will be a valuable tool in educating the
public and informing educators. Having 1 set of standards and as-
sessments for all students in a State will enable the public to easily
compare results and assist educators in their efforts to continu-
ously improve schools and the education of our children.

If education reform is to succeed, there must be rewards for suc-
cess and consequences for failure. The BEST Act provides for both.
States and schools that demonstrate significant achievement on
both a State’s assessment and NAEP will be eligible for rewards.
States and schools serving our lowest-performing students that fail
to make progress will face a series of corrective measures designed
to produce better results.

If a school receiving funds under title I fails to make adequate
yearly progress as defined by a State for 1 year, it will be des-
ignated as needing school improvement. The school will be required
to work with the local educational agency to develop a 2-year
school improvement plan and, based on the plan, implement
changes in curriculum, professional development, and other areas
as needed.

If at the end of the 2-year period of the school improvement plan
there is still not adequate yearly progress, a school would be des-
ignated as needing corrective action. The local educational agency
would be required to offer public school choice to students and
make alternative governance arrangements, such as replacing some
of the school staff.

If 1 additional year passes and progress is still not made, the
local educational agency would be required to reconstitute the
school by reopening the school as a charter school, replacing the
school staff, or making alternative governance arrangements.

A parallel set of actions is required of a State with respect to a
failing local educational agency. A school or local educational agen-
cy would need to demonstrate 2 consecutive years of progress to be
removed from any of the 3 categories described above.

To assist students and schools, the BEST Act makes a substan-
tial new commitment to instruction in reading, mathematics, and
science. Support for reading in the early grades is tripled, and a
new early reading for children from ages 3-5 is created. Funding
for technology programs is consolidated and simplified, and a new
mathematics and science partnership program is created by the
legislation.

Education reform cannot succeed without an adequate number of
well-trained teachers. The BEST Act consolidates funding for the
hiring and professional development of teachers to provide the
flexibility to best meet local needs for recruiting, retaining, and
constantly updating the skills of teachers through high quality pro-
fessional development, particularly in mathematics and science.

The Federal Government provides only a small fraction of overall
funding for elementary and secondary education in the United
States. The BEST Act focuses this funding and repeals the author-
izations for several smaller programs. In eliminating these smaller
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programs, the Act provides greater flexibility to parents, schools,
and States to adopt the best approach to improving the education
of their children.

But the Federal government must insist that, whatever the level
of its investment in education, it must receive the highest return
possible in the currency of well-educated children, especially those
who are from low-income or minority families. President Bush has
rightly challenged us to “leave no child behind.” The committee has
begun the process of demonstrating that Congress is equal to the
challenge.

II. SUMMARY
TITLE I—B BETTER RESULTS FOR DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN

Part A—Basic programs

Overview

The purpose of this title is to improve student achievement, stu-
dent performance, and school success by including tough account-
ability provisions, expanding resources, improving technical assist-
ance, and providing mechanisms for turning around failing schools
within 3 years. The last reauthorization of title I, which occurred
in 1994, made major changes in the program regarding standards,
assessment, and professional development. The provisions con-
tained in the BEST proposal build upon and significantly expand
the 1994 changes. These new provisions are outlined below.

New Provisions of Part A

State Plan: New provisions include—

Coordination: Title I activities will be coordinated with activities
in other Federal education programs, including the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act, and the Carl D. Perkins Vocational
and Technical Education Act.

Accountability: Each State plan will be required to implement a
single, statewide accountability system which will be used for all
schools or local educational agencies within the State. This system
will have to include performance indicators for local educational
agencies and schools to measure student performance. In addition,
the State system will also have to include sanctions and rewards
which will be used to hold local educational agencies and schools
accountable for making adequate yearly progress in the areas of
student achievement and performance.

Adequate Yearly Progress: The State will define adequate yearly
progress using the following criteria—applying the same high
standards of academic performance to all students, the measures
used to determine the progress must be statistically valid and reli-
able, results must show continuous and substantial improvement
for all students on an annual basis, the progress of schools and
local educational agencies must be based on assessments, meas-
uring student achievement and performance will include all stu-
dents and will be disaggregated by race, ethnicity, gender, dis-
ability status, migrant status, English proficiency, and socio-
economic status (this is not required in any case in which the num-
ber of students in a category is insufficient to yield statistically re-
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liable information or the results would reveal individually identifi-
able information about an individual student), and establishing a
timeline for ensuring that all students meet or exceed the State’s
proficient performance level on the State assessment within 10
years.

Assessments: Each State plan will demonstrate, in consultation
with the local educational agencies, that the State has in place, by
the school year 2005-06, a system of high quality, yearly student
assessments in subjects, that include, at a minimum math, reading
or language arts, and science (science assessments must be in place
at the beginning of the 2007-2008 school year). The assessments
are to be aligned with the State’s content and performance stand-
ards. Beginning in school year 2005-06, all students in grades 3
through 8 must be tested annually in mathematics and reading or
language arts. The Secretary of Education may provide the State
1 additional year if the State demonstrates that exceptional or un-
controllable circumstances prevented full assessment implementa-
tion. The Federal government will be required to pay all develop-
ment costs associated with the new State assessment requirements
and will be required to pay 50 percent of all State implementation
costs. If the required Federal funding share is not appropriated,
States will not have to comply with the new assessment require-
ments. States will also be required to produce individual student
reports, which will be given to all parents, regarding the assess-
ment scores or other information related to student performance.

NAEP: Beginning in school year 2002—-03, each State will be re-
quired to participate in annual State assessments of 4th and 8th
grade reading and math under the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress if the Secretary of Education pays the costs of ad-
ministering such assessments. No sanctions would be levied
against a State based solely on the results of its NAEP assessment.

Parental Involvement: Kach State plan will describe how the
State will disseminate effective parental involvement practices to
local educational agencies and schools.

Penalty: If a State fails to meet the statutory deadlines for dem-
onstrating it has in place challenging content and student perform-
ance standards, and a system for measuring and monitoring ade-
quate yearly progress, the Secretary will withhold funds for State
administration.

Report Cards: Beginning in the 2002—-03 school year, any State
and local educational agency receiving funding under the Better
Education for Students and Teachers Act will be required to pre-
pare and disseminate an annual State report card. Any State or
local educational agency that has been providing report cards (prior
to enactment of BEST) may continue to use those same report
cards if they are modified to contain the information required
under BEST. The required information includes: disaggregated stu-
dent data, the number and names of each school identified for
school improvement, and student assessment results. This informa-
tion must be presented in a manner that parents can understand.

Annual State Report to the Secretary: Each State must report
annually to the Secretary its progress in development an imple-
menting required assessments, the number and names of each
school identified for school improvement, the reason why such
school was so identified, and the measure taken to address the per-
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formance problems of such school, in addition to the information re-
quired in the report cards.

Parents Right To Know: Each local educational agency receiving
title I funding will, upon request from parents, provide information
regarding the professional qualifications of the student’s classroom
teachers. In addition, each school receiving title I funding must
provide parents with information on the level of performance of
their children in each State assessment. All information provided
to parents must be in an understandable and uniform format.

Local Educational Agency Plan: New provisions include—

Coordination: Title I activities will be coordinated with activities
in other Federal education programs including the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, the Carl Perkins Vocational and Tech-
nical Education Act, and the Head Start Act.

Assurances: Several new assurances have been included within
the local educational agency plan. Each local educational agency
(LEA) plan will:

(a) undertake activities so that each school can make ade-
quate yearly progress;

(b) fulfill school improvement responsibilities;

(c) coordinate with other agencies providing services to chil-
dren, youth, and families;

(d) ensure that low-income students and minority students
are not taught at higher rates than other students by unquali-
fied, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers;

(e) use the results of student assessments and other meas-
ures to annually review the progress of each school; and

(f) work with schools in the development and implementation
of parental involvement and professional development activi-
ties.

Schoolwide Programs: New provisions include—

Eligibility: A local educational agency may use funds for a
schoolwide program to upgrade its entire educational program if
the LEA serves an eligible school attendance area in which not less
than 40 percent of the children are from low-income families or not
less than 40 percent of the children enrolled in the school are from
such families.

Fiscal Accounting: Any school that is using funds from more than
one Federal education program in the operation of its schoolwide
program will not be required to maintain separate fiscal accounting
records by program, so long as the school maintains records that
demonstrate the schoolwide program addresses the intent and pur-
pose of each Federal program for which funding is consolidated.

Pupil Safety and Family School Choice: New provisions include—

Conditions for student participation are:

(a) any title I student who is a victim of a violent criminal
offense on public school grounds will be allowed to transfer to
another public school or charter school in the same State, un-
%ess allowing such transfer is prohibited under State or local
aw; or

(b) if the school the student attends receives title I funds and
the school has been designated as unsafe, then the local edu-
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cational agency may allow such student to transfer to another
public or charter school in the same State.

State Educational Agency Role: The State educational agency
will determine, based on State law, what constitutes a violent of-
fense and will determine the schools that are unsafe public schools.

Transportation Costs:

(a) the local educational agency serving the school in which
a violent criminal offense occurred or which is determined to
be unsafe may use title I funds for the transportation costs of
a student who transfers to another school.

(b) the amount of assistance provided for transportation with
title I funds may not exceed the per pupil costs for elementary
or secondary students as provided by the local educational
agency that serves the school involved in the transfer.

Assessment and Local Educational Agency and School Improve-
ment: New provisions include—

Local Review: Each local educational agency receiving title I
funds will: use the State assessments described in the State plan;
review the annual progress of each school served to determine
whether the school i1s making adequate progress in meeting the
State standards; provide the results of the local annual review to
schools so the schools can refine their instruction program; and an-
nually review the effectiveness of parental involvement activities.

School Improvement:

(a) Identification—A local educational agency will identify for
school improvement any elementary or secondary school par-
ticipating in title I, part A activities that—

(1) fails, for any year, to make adequate yearly progress
as defined in the State’s plan; or

(i1) was in school improvement status on the day pre-
ceding the date of enactment of the BEST Act.

(b) Review Opportunity—Before identifying an elementary
school or a secondary school for school improvement, the local
educational agency will provide the school with an opportunity
to review the data on which the identification was based.

(¢) School Plan—Each school identified for school improve-
ment, within 3 months after being identified, must develop a
2—year school plan, in consultation with parents, school staff,
the local educational agency serving the school, the local school
board, and other experts. The plan will contain the following
key elements:

(i) scientifically based research strategies that strength-
en the core academic subjects;

(i) policies and practices that have the greatest likeli-
hood of ensuring that all students will meet the State’s
proficient level of performance on the State assessment
within 10 years after enactment of BEST;

(iii)) an assurance that the school will reserve not less
than 10 percent of the funds made available to the school
for professional development;

(iv) the responsibilities of the school, the local edu-
cational agency, and the State educational agency serving
the school;

(v) strategies to promote effective parental involvement.
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(d) Technical Assistance—For each school identified for
school improvement, the local educational agency serving such
school will provide technical assistance.

(e) Parental Notification—A local educational agency will
provide to parents of each student enrolled in a school identi-
fied for school improvement: an explanation of what the school
improvement identification means; the reasons for the identi-
fication; an explanation of what the school, local educational
agency, or the State educational agency is doing to address the
problem; and an explanation of how parents can become in-
volved in addressing issues.

(f) Corrective Action Implementation—After providing tech-
nical assistance to a school identified for school improvement,
the local educational agency will take corrective action for any
school within the local educational agency that—

(i) fails to meet adequate yearly progress at the end of
the second year after which the school has been identified
as needing improvement; or

(i) was in program-improvement status for 2 years or in
corrective action status on the day preceding enactment of
this bill;

(g) Corrective Action Policies—After a school is identified as
needing improvement, the local educational agency will—

(1) provide all students enrolled in the school with the
option to transfer to another public school within the local
educational agency, including a public charter school that
is not in need of school improvement, unless: such an op-
tion is prohibited by State law or local law; or the local
educational agency demonstrates that the local educational
agency lacks the capacity to provide that option to all stu-
dents in the school who request the transfer; and

(ii) take at least 1 of the following corrective actions:
make alternative governance arrangements; replace the
relevant school staff; or institute and fully implement a
new curriculum.

(h) Corrective Action Exemption—A local educational agency
may delay, for up to 1 year, implementation of corrective action
if the school’s failure to make adequate yearly progress was
due to exceptional or uncontrollable circumstances.

(i) Reconstitution—If, after 1 additional school year, a school
subject to corrective action continues to fail to make adequate
yearly progress, the local educational agency will—

(i) provide all enrolled students in the school with the
option to transfer to another public school within the local
educational agency, including a public charter school, not
identified for school improvement; and

(ii) prepare a plan and make arrangements for imple-
menting alternative governance arrangements for the
school.

(j) Reconstitution Transportation and Duration—The local
educational agency will pay for transportation as a result of
corrective action and reconstitution, but the payments will not
exceed 15 percent of the local educational agency’s allocation
under title I, part A. If any school identified for reconstitution
makes adequate yearly progress for 2 consecutive years, then
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the local educational agency will no longer be required to sub-
ject the school to corrective action.

(k) State Educational Agency (SEA) Responsibilities—The
State educational agency will provide technical assistance to
all identified schools needing school improvement and correc-
tive action.

(1) State Review and Local Educational Agency Improve-
ment—A State educational agency will annually review each
local educational agency receiving title I, part A funds to deter-
mine its progress and to determine the effectiveness of its pro-
fessional development and parental involvement activities.

(m) State Rewards—If a local educational agency has met or
exceeded the State’s definition of adequate yearly progress, the
State may make rewards for individual schools within the local
educational agency meeting or exceeding expectations.

(n) State Identification—A State educational agency will
identify for improvement any local educational agency that for
2 consecutive years is not making adequate yearly progress.
Before identifying a local educational agency, the State edu-
cational agency will provide the local educational agency with
an opportunity to review the data.

(o) Local Educational Agency Revisions—Each local edu-
cational agency identified as needing improvement will revise
their plan to: address yearly progress requirements; incor-
porate scientifically based research strategies; address profes-
sional development needs, and parental notification about the
local educational agency’s need for improvement.

(p) State Educational Agency Technical Assistance Responsi-
bility—For each local educational agency needing improve-
ment, the State educational agency will provide technical as-
sistance to the local educational agency. Such assistance must
be supported by scientifically based research instructional
strategies and must address any problems the local edu-
cational agency may be having in implementing parental in-
volvement and professional development activities.

(q) State Educational Agency Corrective Action—After pro-
viding technical assistance and taking other measures, the
State educational agency may take corrective action at any
time against a local educational agency identified as needing
improvement. However, during the fourth year following iden-
tification, the State educational agency will take action against
any local educational agency that still fails to make adequate
yearly progress.

(r) State Educational Agency Required Action—Each State
educational agency will implement at least one of the following
corrective actions:

(1) instituting and implementing a new curriculum,;

(i1) restructuring the local educational agency;

(iii) developing and implementing a joint plan between
the State educational agency and the local educational
agency that addresses student performance problems;

(iv) reconstituting school district personnel,

(v) making alternative governance arrangements.
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(s) State Educational Agency Allowable Action—Each State
educational agency may take 1 of the following corrective ac-
tions:

(i) deferring, reducing, or withholding funds;

(i) restructuring or abolishing the local educational
agency;

(iii) removal of particular schools from the local edu-
cational agency jurisdiction;

(iv) appointment by the State educational agency of a re-
ceiver or a trustee to oversee the local educational agency.

(t) State Hearing—Prior to corrective action implementation,
the State educational agency will provide the local educational
agency with the opportunity to hold a hearing.

(u) Parental Notification—The State educational agency will
notify parents about any corrective action the State edu-
cational agency may take.

(v) Delay—A State educational agency may delay, for 1 year,
implementation of corrective action if the State educational
agency determines that the schools within the local educational
agency will meet the State’s improvement criteria within 1
year.

(w) Special Rule—If local educational agencies that for at
least 2 of the 3 years following identification make adequate
progress toward meeting the State’s standards, then those
agencies no longer need to be identified for improvement.

Early Childhood Education: A local educational agency may use
title I, part A funds for preschool services. Early childhood edu-
cation programs may jointly operate with Even Start, Head Start,
or State-funded preschool programs.

Funding: A funding level of $15 billion is authorized for part A
for fiscal year 2002.

Part B—Literacy for children and families

Subpart 1—William F. Goodling Even Start Family Literacy
programs

The William F. Goodling Even Start Family Literacy program is
designed to improve the educational opportunities for low-income
families by integrating early childhood, adult basic education, and
parenting education into a unified family literacy program. The
Secretary of Education awards grants to State educational agencies
through a formula allocation. The State educational agencies dis-
tribute the funds to local educational agencies that form a collabo-
ration with a community based organization, an institution of high-
er education, or another agency or nonprofit organization. This col-
laboration will provide joint education programs to serve children
and their parents.

Even Start program services must include adult literacy instruc-
tion, early childhood education, instruction to help parents support
their child’s education, staff training, and home-based instruction.
Child care and transportation may be provided if these services are
necessary and other funding sources are not available.

Even Start grants are geared for areas with high rates of: pov-
erty, illiteracy, unemployment, families of limited-English pro-
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ficiency, or disadvantaged children. Grants are awarded for a 4-
year period and may be renewed for up to 4 additional years.

In 2000, Congress amended the Even Start law by passing the
Literacy Involves Families Together (LIFT) Act as part of the fiscal
year 2001 omnibus appropriations bill (Public Law 106-554.)

The following amendments were made to Even Start:

(a) extended the authorization for the program through fiscal
year 2006;
(b) increased the fiscal year 2001 authorization to $250 mil-

lion;

(c) strengthened the accountability requirements for local
projects;

(d) encouraged the use of family literacy in title I schools;
and,

(e) set standards for Even Start staff who are providing in-
structional services.
A funding level of $250 million is authorized for fiscal year 2002.

Subpart 2—Reading first

It is the purpose of this subpart to provide assistance to States,
local educational agencies, schools, and teachers to help all children
in kindergarten through third grade become proficient readers by
the end of third grade.

The Secretary is authorized to distribute 75 percent of the funds
to the States and the District of Columbia based on the formula for
title I, part A. The remaining 25 percent of funds are to be distrib-
uted to the States on a competitive basis. The competitive grants
are to be made based primarily on a State’s demonstration of sig-
nificant progress in helping all children read at a proficient level.
State applications for both the formula and competitive funds are
subject to a peer review process that is described in the bill. With
funds from both sources, a State must distribute funds to local edu-
cational agencies through a competitive process. The bill contains
criteria describing which local educational agencies are eligible to
apply to the State.

Funds are also reserved for the Secretary to provide technical as-
sistance to the States and to evaluate the programs supported by
this subpart and for the National Institute for Literacy to dissemi-
nate information about reading research and effective programs
supported under this subpart.

This new program builds upon the Reading Excellence Act, which
has provided competitive grants to states for similar purposes. As
in the Reading Excellence Act, all reading-related activities sup-
ported with these funds must be based on “scientifically based
reading research,” as this term is defined in the bill. The bill de-
fines how funds can be used at the local level, including: pur-
chasing, implementing, or developing diagnostic reading assess-
ments, professional development, materials (including reading ma-
terials), training of tutors, and assisting parents to support their
children’s reading development.

States are authorized to use up to 20 percent of the funds they
receive under the formula grants for professional development,
technical assistance, and administering the program.

A funding level of $900 million is authorized for subpart 2 in fis-
cal year 2002.
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Subpart 3—Early reading first

It is the purpose of this subpart to demonstrate effective ap-
proaches for improving the early language and literacy skills of
children aged 3 through 5. The Secretary is authorized to award 4-
year competitive grants to local education agencies, organizations
serving preschool age children, or combinations of such agencies
and organizations.

An eligible applicant must to apply to the Secretary to receive
funding under this program, and the bill contains several required
elements of an application. The Secretary would award grants on
the basis of a peer review process. The National Institute for Lit-
eracy, with funding it receives under the Reading First proposal,
would disseminate information regarding effective programs funded
under this subpart.

The Secretary of Education is authorized to reserve funds from
the amount appropriated for this subpart to carry out an evalua-
tion of the funded projects and carry out research on language and
literacy development for children aged 3 through 5.

A funding level of $75 million is authorized for subpart 3 in fiscal
year 2002.

Part C—Education of migratory children

The Migrant Education program provides grants to State edu-
cational agencies to develop or improve educational programs for
migrant students. Most migrant programs are administered by
local educational agencies and operate during both the regular
school year and in the summer. Priority for services is given to cur-
rent migrant students and to students who are failing, or at great-
est risk of failing, to meet State performance standards.

Funds are distributed through a formula which is based on the
number of migrant children residing in the State. The number is
then adjusted to the average per-pupil expenditure for both the
State and the United States.

The bill builds upon current law to ensure that migratory chil-
dren have the opportunity to attain high levels of educational ex-
cellence. The bill:

(a) includes language ensuring that migratory children who
move among the States are not penalized in any manner by
disparities, among the States in curriculum, graduation re-
qu(ilrements, and State student performance and content stand-
ards;

(b) adds a provision which ensures that migratory children
receive full and appropriate opportunities to meet the same
challenging State standards that all children are expected to
meet;

(c) includes a requirement to have joint planning efforts be-
tween migrant education programs and bilingual education;

(d) includes provisions emphasizing the importance of paren-
tal involvement and the parent advisory councils;

(e) establishes an information system for electronically ex-
changing migrant student information which may include: im-
munization records and other health information; elementary
and secondary academic history; credit accrual; State assess-
ment results; other academic information essential to ensuring
that migrant children achieve high standards; and eligibility
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for services under the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act; and
(f) requires schools which receive Federal migrant education
funding, even those which have chosen to participate in
schoolwide programs, to first attend to the very special needs
of this population which are a direct result of their migratory
lifestyle by funding services and activities which will help
them participate effectively in school, before putting migrant
education funds into schoolwide programs.
A funding level of $400 million is authorized for fiscal year 2002
to carry out part C activities.

Part D—Initiatives for neglected, delinquent, or at-risk students

This program primarily serves youth who have been assigned to
institutional facilities. The purpose of the program is to provide
those youth with the opportunity to make a successful transition
from institutionalization to further schooling or employment. A
funding level of $50 million is authorized for part D for fiscal year
2002.

Part E—FEvaluations and demonstrations

The BEST Act retains current law provisions. A funding level of
$35 million is authorized for evaluations and demonstrations for
fiscal year 2002.

Part F—21st Century Community Learning Centers

The 21st Century Community Learning Centers program pro-
vides grant support to rural and inner city public elementary or
secondary schools, or consortia of such schools, to plan, implement,
or expand projects that benefit the educational, health, social serv-
ice, cultural, and recreational needs of a rural or inner-city commu-
nity. The BEST bill makes some revisions to current law by placing
an emphasis on academic enrichment programs and also allowing
community based organizations and units of general purpose local
government to be awarded grants along with local educational
agencies. The grant process would continue to be a competitive
process. A funding level of $1.5 billion is authorized for part F for
fiscal year 2002.

Part G—Comprehensive School Reform

The BEST Act includes the Comprehensive School Reform pro-
gram, often referred to as “Obey-Porter.” It authorizes the Sec-
retary to award grants to State educational agencies by formula to
enable them to make competitive grants to local educational agen-
cies to carry out scientifically based research programs that empha-
size academics and parental involvement. A funding level of $250
million is authorized for part G for fiscal year 2002.

Part H—School dropout prevention

Part H authorizes 2 activities designed to provide for school drop-
out prevention and reentry. Subpart 1 provides for a Coordinated
National Strategy under which the Secretary of Education is au-
thorized to conduct national activities including: (1) data collection
regarding participation in Federal dropout prevention and school
reentry programs; (2) establishment of an interagency working
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group to address dropout prevention and school reentry issues; and
(3) creation of a national recognition program for schools that have
made extraordinary progress in lowering dropout rates. Ten per-
cent of the funding made available for part H is allocated for sub-
part 1 activities.

Subpart 2 provides for a National School Dropout Prevention Ini-
tiative to provide assistance to States. If the sum that is appro-
priated is less than $250 million, then the Secretary of Education
will use such an amount to award grants on a competitive basis,
to State educational agencies. If the amount appropriated is equal
to or exceeds $250 million, then the Secretary will allocate funds
to the States through the formula established under title I, part A.
States are to use subpart 2 funds to award grants to public middle
or secondary schools that have the highest dropout rates in the
State for the purpose of supporting dropout prevention programs.
Ninety percent of the funding made available for part H is allo-
cated for subpart 2 activities.

A State receiving part H funds must provide dropout rate infor-
mation to the Secretary, establish attendance-neutral funding poli-
cies, and adopt suspension and expulsion policies.

A funding level of $250 million is authorized for part H for fiscal
year 2002.

Education for Homeless Children and Youth

The Education for Homeless Children and Youth program, au-
thorized as Subtitle B of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless As-
sistance Act, is extended through fiscal year 2008. The program
provides for: the establishment of Offices of Coordinator of Edu-
cation of Homeless Children and Youth in States; the development
and implementation of State plans for the education of homeless
children; and support to local educational agencies for the edu-
cation of these children. The reauthorization bill strengthens provi-
sions of the current law designed to avoid segregating homeless
students, to maintain a child’s attendance at his or her school or
origin, to avoid enrollment delays, and to assure that the quality
of an application is considered in the provision of subgrants to local
educational agencies. A funding level of $70 million is authorized
for fiscal year 2002.

TITLE II—TEACHERS

Part A—Teacher quality

Part A of title II consolidates funds and authorities from the ex-
isting Eisenhower Professional Development and Class Size Reduc-
tion programs in order to provide greater flexibility for States and
localities in meeting their specific needs related to the professional
development, recruitment, and hiring of highly qualified teachers.

Definitions: “Professional development” is strictly defined in the
bill in order to assure that professional development activities sup-
ported under part A are an integral part of educational improve-
ment plans, are sustained, are tied to State standards, and are
based on the best available research. “Highly qualified” as the term
pertains to teachers is also defined.

State and Local Grant Funds: States will be held harmless at
their fiscal year 2001 funding allocations under the current Eisen-
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hower and the Class Size Reduction programs. Remaining funds
will be distributed by a formula based 50 percent on poverty and
50 percent on population. A State may reserve 5 percent of funds
for State-level activities and local partnership activities, and the re-
maining 95 percent of funds must be distributed by formula to local
educational agencies.

State Activities: States may use funds for a range of activities re-
lating to the certification, recruitment, professional development,
and support of teachers. Examples of such activities include: re-
forming teacher certification or licensing requirements; addressing
alternative routes to State certification of teachers; recruiting
teachers and principals; providing professional development activi-
ties to ensure that teachers are able to use State standards and as-
sessments to improve instruction; and reforming tenure systems.

Local Activities: Local educational agencies may use funds for
the professional development, recruitment, or hiring of teachers. To
receive funds, the local educational agency must assess its needs
for professional development and hiring and develop an evaluation
plan.

Local Accountability: The evaluation plan of a local educational
agency must include performance objectives related to: student
achievement, participation in professional development activities,
teacher retention, and decreased use of out-of-field teachers. The
local educational agency must report annually to the State regard-
ing its progress and will receive technical assistance from the State
if it fails to make progress by the end of the third year of funding.
If the local educational agency does not make progress by the end
of 5 years, it will be ineligible for part A funding for 2 years. Funds
which would otherwise be allocated to the local educational agency
will be used instead by the State to assist the agency to meet per-
formance objectives.

Local Partnerships: The funds reserved for local partnerships
will be awarded competitively by the State agency for higher edu-
cation, working in conjunction with the State educational agency.
Eligible partnerships must include a private or State institution of
higher education and the division of that institution that prepares
teachers; a school of arts and sciences; and a high-need local edu-
cational agency. Eligible partnerships may also include other enti-
ties. Partnerships are to use funds for professional development for
teachers, paraprofessionals and, if appropriate, principals. Activi-
ties must be coordinated with title II of the Higher Education Act,
if applicable.

National Activities: The BEST Act authorizes support for 5 na-
tional activities:

(1) School Leadership Initiative: This program will ensure
that funds for professional development will be available to
principals, superintendents, and others to enhance their lead-
ership and management skills.

(2) Advanced Certification or Credentialing: This program
provides funds to the National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards to make grants to State educational agencies, local
educational agencies, and individuals to promote outreach, re-
cruit teachers, or provide for teacher subsidies.
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(3) Troops-to-Teachers: This program has proven to be effec-
tive in recruiting former military personnel as classroom teach-
ers.

(4) Transition to Teaching: This program will help recruit,
prepare, and support mid-career professionals to become highly
qualified teachers.

(5) National Teacher Recruitment Campaign: This program
will support a national Public service campaign concerning the
resources for and routes to entering teaching.

Funding: A funding level of $3 billion is authorized for this part
for fiscal year 2002, of which $100 million will be available to carry
out national act1v1t1es A separate authorization of $3 million in fis-
cal year 2002 is provided for a National Teacher Recruitment Cam-

paign.
Part B—Mathematics and science partnerships

Part B includes new initiatives designed to improve student
achievement in the areas of mathematics and science by strength-
ening the training and recruitment of highly qualified math and
science teachers.

Subpart 1—Mathematics and science partnerships

Grant Awards to Partnerships: Subpart 1 authorizes the award
of 5-year competitive, matching grants to partnerships linking the
math and science departments of institutions of higher education
with States and local school districts. Priority is given to partner-
ships involving a high-need local educational agency. The Federal
share is 75 percent in year 1, 85 percent in year 2, and 50 percent
in years 3 through 5.

Application Requirements: Applications must include: an assess-
ment of needs for teacher quality and professional development for
all participating entities; a description of how activities will be
aligned with State and local standards; and a description of how
activities will be based on a review of relevant research. Applica-
tions must also include an evaluation and accountability plan
which includes objectives and measures for improved student per-
formance; increased student participation in advanced courses; in-
creased percentages of secondary school classes in math ‘and
science taught by teachers with academic majors in those subjects;
and increased numbers of math and science teachers who partici-
pate in content-based professional development activities

Partnership Activities: An eligible partnership shall use grant
funds for 1 or more of the following activities: developing more rig-
orous math and science curricula aligned to State and local stand-
ards and with the standards expected for postsecondary study in
mathematics and science, respectively; creating opportunities for
enhanced and ongoing professional development; recruiting math
and science majors to teaching; promoting strong teaching skills for
math and science teachers and teacher educators; establishing
math and science summer workshops or institutes for teachers; es-
tablishing distance learning programs for math and science teach-
ers; designing programs to prepare a teacher to provide profes-
sional development to other teachers and novice teachers; and de-
signing programs to bring teachers into contact with working sci-
entists.
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Accountability: Grant recipients must report annually to the Sec-
retary regarding their progress in meeting performance objectives.
If the Secretary determines that a grantee is not making substan-
tial progress in meeting those objectives by the end of the third
year of the grant, then no further grant payments will be made.

Funding: A funding level of $500 million is authorized for this
subpart for fiscal year 2002.

Subpart 2—FEisenhower Clearinghouse for Mathematics and
Science Education

Subpart 2 of part B provides for the continuation of the Eisen-
hower Clearinghouse for Mathematics and Science Education. The
functions of the Clearinghouse are expanded to include the develop-
ment of an Internet-based site offering a search mechanism and in-
cluding electronic links to users and providers of instructional ma-
terials and programs. Not later than 2 years after the enactment
of this Act, the National Academy of Sciences is to conduct a study
of the Clearinghouse and submit its report to Congress. A funding
level of $5 million is authorized for this subpart for fiscal year
2002.

Subpart 3—Preparing tomorrow’s teachers to use technology

Grant Awards to Consortia: This subpart authorizes 5—year com-
petitive grants to consortia to support programs preparing teachers
to use technology effectively. Funds must be used to create pro-
grams that enable prospective teachers to use advanced technology
to create learning environments where all students are prepared to
meet challenging State standards. The Federal share of any project
shall not exceed 50 percent.

Consortia: Eligible consortia must include at least 1 institution
of higher education that offers a baccalaureate degree and prepares
teachers for their initial entry into teaching, at least 1 State or
local educational agency, and 1 or more of: a second institution of
higher education, a school or department of education at an institu-
tion of higher education, a school or college of arts and sciences at
an institution of higher education, a professional association, foun-
dation, museum, library, for-profit business, public or private non-
profit organization, community-based organization, or other entity
with the capacity to contribute to the technology-related reform of
teacher preparation programs.

Use of Funds: Consortia must use the funds to create programs
that enable prospective teachers to use advanced technology to cre-
ate learning environments conducive to preparing all students to
meet standards and to evaluate the effectiveness of the project. The
Act includes a number of permissive uses of funds as well.

Funding: A funding level of $150 million is authorized for this
subpart for fiscal year 2002.

Subpart 4—General provisions

Subpart 4 of part B provides that the Secretary of Education
must consult and coordinate activities under part B with the Direc-
tor of the National Science Foundation, particularly with respect to
the most appropriate and effective role each of their agencies can
play with respect to summer workshops or institutes.
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Part C—State and local programs for technology use in the class-
rooms

Part C consolidates several Federal educational technology pro-
grams into a single funding authority in order to provide States
and localities with greater flexibility in meeting their specific tech-
nology needs.

Purpose: Part C is intended to support a comprehensive system
to use technology effectively in elementary and secondary schools
to improve student academic achievement and performance. The
goal of the part is to assist every child in crossing the digital divide
by ensuring that every child is technologically literate by the time
the child finishes the 8th grade.

State and Local Grant Funds: The Secretary, through the Office
of Educational Technology, awards grants to State educational
agencies to be used for competitive grants to local educational
agencies. The Secretary shall reserve sufficient funds to maintain
grants awarded under the National Challenge Grants for Tech-
nology in Education prior to the enactment of the Better Education
for Students and Teacher Act. Each State educational agency will
receive a grant based on the title I formula. A grant recipient
under part C may use no more than 5 percent of grant funds for
administrative costs or technical assistance. At least 30 percent of
local educational agency funds must be used for professional devel-
opment.

State Activities: A State educational agency must submit a state-
wide educational technology plan that outlines long-term strategies
for improving student performance and achievement through the
effective use of technology, for financing and coordinating tech-
nology education in the State, and for enabling the State edu-
cational agency to assist local educational agencies with the high-
est numbers or percentages of children in poverty and which dem-
onstrate the greatest need for technology. The State educational
agency awards competitive grants to local educational agencies
with priority given to agencies with the highest numbers or per-
centages of children in poverty in both rural and urban areas and
must provide technical assistance to local educational agencies that
most need assistance in developing the application.

Local Activities: A local educational agency must apply, alone or
as part of a consortium, to the State educational agency for assist-
ance under part C. Local educational agencies may use part C
funds to support school reform efforts, provide ongoing professional
development on the integration of technology into the curriculum,
acquire connectivity; and provide educational services for adults
and families.

Local Accountability: Each local educational agency receiving
funds under part C must develop an evaluation and submit an an-
nual report to the State educational agency. If a local educational
agency has failed to show measurable improvements in all perform-
ance measures by the end of the third year of funding, it will not
receive funds for the remaining grant years.

National Technology Plan: The Secretary, in consultation with a
wide range of individuals and organizations, must prepare a na-
tional long-range plan to support the national technology policy.
The plan is to be submitted to the President and to the appropriate
committees of Congress and is to be made readily accessible to the
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public. The plan must include the Secretary’s long-range measur-
able goals and objectives relating to the purposes of part C and de-
scriptions of the ways in which the Secretary will coordinate efforts
to facilitate the effective use of technology to promote increased ac-
cess to educational opportunities for all students and higher aca-
demic achievement and performance in education, training, and
lifelong learning.

Funding: A funding level of $1 billion is authorized for part C for
fiscal year 2002.

Part D—Portability of teacher pensions and credentials

Part D authorizes the establishment of a 9-member National
Panel of Portability of Teacher Pensions and Credentials. Members
are to be appointed by the Secretary from among practitioners and
experts with experience relating to teacher pensions and creden-
tials. The panel is to study options for increasing reciprocity of rec-
ognition of teacher credentials and portability of teacher pensions
between States. Such sums as necessary are authorized for fiscal
year 2002, to remain available until expended.

TITLE III—MOVING LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS TO
ENGLISH FLUENCY

Part A—Bilingual education

The Bilingual Education program is designed to provide edu-
cational assistance to students with limited English proficiency to
meet challenging State standards. The BEST Act makes several
changes to the program. The key changes are—

Program Development and Implementation Grants: This pro-
gram has been repealed and the purposes of this initiative have
been woven into other programs under this subpart.

Program Enhancement Projects: Grants will be used for: devel-
oping, implementing, expanding, or enhancing comprehensive pre-
school, elementary, or secondary education programs for limited
English proficient children and youth; providing high quality pro-
fessional development; and annually assessing the English pro-
ficiency of all limited English proficient students. In awarding
grants, the Secretary of Education may give priority to an entity
that serves less than 10,000 students; a large percentage or num-
ber of limited English proficient students; and limited or no experi-
ence in serving English proficient students.

Comprehensive School and Systemwide Improvement Grants:
The BEST bill combines these two programs (under current law)
into one program. Grants awarded under this program will be used
for an array of purposes including: instructional programs for lim-
ited English proficient students; professional development; and im-
plementation of family education or parent outreach programs.
One-third of the grants awarded under this section will be awarded
to school districts and two-thirds will be used for school activities.

Priority: In awarding all Bilingual Education grants, the Sec-
retary of Education will give priority to an applicant who: experi-
ences a dramatic increase in the number or percentage of limited
English proficient students enrolled in the applicant’s program and
has limited or no experience in serving limited English proficient
students; is a local educational agency that serves a school district
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with a total district enrollment that is less than 10,000 students;
demonstrates a proven success record in helping limited English
proficient students; proposes programs providing for bilingual pro-
ficiency both in English and another language; or serves a school
district where there is a large percentage or number of limited
English students. In addition, the 25 percent limitation for special
alternative programs has been deleted.

State Grant Program: The State grant program assists local edu-
cational agencies with program design, capacity building, student
performance assessment, and program evaluation. The bill in-
creases the minimum funding level from $100,000 to $200,000.

Funding: A funding level of $300 million is authorized for fiscal
year 2002.

Part B—Foreign language assistance

The Foreign Language Assistance Program provides competitive
grant assistance to State or local educational agencies to provide
foreign language study for elementary and secondary school stu-
dents. Incentive payments are authorized as well for schools that
offer programs designed to lead to communicative competency in a
foreign language. The BEST Act adds provisions giving special con-
sideration to grant applications which make effective use of tech-
nology, promote innovative activities, or are carried out through a
consortium including the grantee and an elementary or secondary
school. A funding level of $35 million is authorized for fiscal year
2002.

Part C—Emergency immigrant education

The Emergency Immigrant Education program provides funds to
local educational agencies that experience unexpectedly large in-
creases in their student populations due to immigration to assist
with the education of those students. A funding level of $200 mil-
lion is authorized for fiscal year 2002.

TITLE IV—SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES

Part A—State grants

Purpose: It is the purpose of this part to support programs that:
prevent violence in and around schools; prevent the illegal use of
alcohol, tobacco and drugs; involve parents; and are coordinated
with related Federal, State, and community efforts. This part also
establishes Principles of Effectiveness and increases the use of re-
search-based programs. States are provided with greater flexibility
in preventing violence and drug use.

State and Local Grants: The State application must include: a
comprehensive plan for use of funds under the Governor’s program
and the State Department of Education’s program; a needs assess-
ment; and results of ongoing evaluation activities. The bill reserves
80 percent of the funds to be available to States for State support
and local educational agency grants. State and local programs must
implement scientifically based research initiatives. State edu-
cational agencies may use up to 5 percent of funds for technical as-
sistance and up to 5 percent for administration.

State educational agencies may choose between two options for
allocating remaining funds to local educational agencies: (1) pro-
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vide at least 70 percent to schools based on enrollment and up to
30 percent allocated at a State’s discretion or to schools the State
determines to have the greatest need; or (2) provide up to 70 per-
cent on a competitive basis to those schools with the greatest need,
determined by the State, and 30 percent to those schools the State
determines require additional help, but who may not meet “great-
est need” criteria. This would allow States to choose and define a
competitive or baseline minimum grant system and still allow them
to help those schools that could not compete under that system, if
they choose.

The bill also reserves 20 percent of a State’s allocation for Gov-
ernors’ Programs of which not less than 95 percent of the funds
must be used for scientifically based research activities. The bill al-
lows Governors to add their money to the funds being sent to
schools and communities.

Local Educational Agency Grants: In submitting their applica-
tions, local educational agencies must include a needs assessment,
set measurable goals, and describe how they will utilize scientif-
ically based research activities.

Evaluations and Reporting: The bill requires the Secretary of
Education to consult with a newly created National Advisory Com-
mittee in creating an evaluation to measure the effectiveness of the
program.

Parental Involvement: In the application, use of funds, and eval-
uation sections, the bill emphasizes the importance of ensuring
that parents are involved, so that they can reinforce the violence
and drug prevention message at home.

Federal Activities: The Secretary to authorized award grants or
contracts to support a variety of activities designed to prevent the
illegal use of drugs and violence among students from pre-school
through the postsecondary level.

Domestic Violence Grants: The Secretary is authorized to award
grants and contracts to elementary and secondary schools that
work with experts to enable the schools to support training, pro-
gramming, support services, and policies relating to children expe-
riencing or witnessing domestic violence. The confidentiality of the
victim and the victim’s family must be maintained.

Funding: For fiscal year 2002, the bill authorizes $700 million for
the State Grants Program, $150 million for National Programs,
and $75 million for the National Coordinator Initiative. In addition,
the bill authorizes $5 million in each of fiscal years 2002 through
2004 to support grants to combat the impact of experiencing or wit-
nessing domestic violence on elementary and secondary school chil-
dren.

Part B—Gun possession

The Gun-Free Schools provisions contained in part F of title XIV
of the current law have been transferred to Part B of title IV.
These provisions require State receiving funds under the BEST Act
to have laws requiring local educational agencies to expel from
school for at least 1 year any student who brings a weapon to
school.
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Part C—School safety and violence prevention

Part C includes a number of new provisions and allowable uses
of funds related to school safety and violence prevention, including:

School Safety and Violence Prevention: Provides that Federal
funds provided under titles IV and subpart 4 of part B of title V
may be used for training school personnel to identify potential
threats; to identify troubled youth; to make comprehensive school
security assessments; to purchase metal detectors, locks, and sur-
veillance cameras; to engage in collaborative efforts with commu-
nity-based organizations to reduce violence; and to utilize other in-
novative programs to reduce school violence.

School Uniforms: Provides that nothing in the Act can be con-
strued to prohibit schools from establishing a school uniform policy
and allows funds provided under title IV and subpart 4 of part B
of title VI to be used for establishing a school uniform policy.

Transfer of School Disciplinary Records: Requires States receiv-
ing Federal funds under the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act to establish a procedure by which local educational agencies
must transfer the suspension and expulsion records of any student
to any private or public elementary or secondary school in which
that student seeks enrollment. This requirement does not apply to
private schools.

Background Checks: Amends the National Child Protection Act
of 1993 to specify that individuals who are employed, or seek em-
ployment, with schools are included in the provisions of that act re-
lating to background checks.

Part D—Environmental tobacco smoke

The bill transfers to the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act the environmental tobacco smoke provisions that were con-
tained under part C of title X of the Goals 2000: Educate America
Act to part D of title IV. These provisions prohibit smoking within
any indoor facility used for the provision of education, routine
health care, day care, library services, or early childhood develop-
ment.

TITLE V—PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE AND FLEXIBILITY

Part A—Public school choice

This part contains 3 programs: charter schools, magnet schools,
and public school choice.

Subpart 1—Charter schools

Charter Schools are public schools that are released from various
regulations that normally apply to public schools in exchange for
increased student performance accountability. The Charter Schools
program supports the establishment of charter schools in States
that have enacted State charter school laws. The program supports
the design, initial implementation, and evaluation of charter
schools. A funding level of $190 million is authorized for fiscal year
2002.

Subpart 2—Magnet schools assistance

Magnet schools are public elementary or secondary schools that
offer a special curriculum which attracts substantial numbers of
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students of different racial backgrounds. The purpose of this pro-
gram is to assist schools in increasing their racial, economic, lin-
guistic, or ethnic diversity. A funding level of $125 million is au-
thorized for fiscal year 2002.

Subpart 3—Public school choice

The Public School Choice initiative requires all school districts
receiving funds under part A of title I to provide students in low-
performing title I schools with the option to transfer to another
public school or public charter school in the school district, unless
prohibited by State or local law. Local educational agencies located
within States that qualify for the small state minimum under part
A of title I are not required to comply with this requirement, but
may comply if they so choose.

Part B—Flexibility

This part contains several initiatives designed to provide greater
flexibility to schools and school districts. These efforts include the
Education Flexibility Partnerships; the Rural Education Initiative;
Waivers; and Innovative Education Program Strategies.

Subpart 1—Education flexibility partnerships

The Education Flexibility Partnership Act allows State edu-
cational agencies, the flexibility to waive certain Federal require-
ments, along with State requirements for the purpose of raising
student achievement. The provisions of Public Law 106-25, which
was signed into law in 1999 as a free-standing bill, have been in-
corporated into the BEST Act.

Subpart 2—Rural education initiative

The Rural Education Initiative is to provide adequate funding to
rural school districts to enhance their ability to improve student
performance. Chapter 1, the Small Rural School Achievement Pro-
gram, permits rural schools districts to combine funds and apply
these funds toward local initiatives designed to improve student
achievement.

In addition, participating local educational agencies are eligible
to receive a supplemental grant that, when combined with other
Federal dollars, will enable these small rural schools to offer pro-
grams and activities of sufficient size, scope, and quality to have
a significant impact upon student and school performance. Chapter
2, the Low-Income and Rural School Program, is designed to meet
the needs of rural school districts serving large numbers of dis-
advantaged students. A funding level of $300 million is authorized
for fiscal year 2002, of which $150 million is to be used to support
activities under chapter 1.

Subpart 3—Waivers

Under the Waivers section, a State educational agency, local edu-
cational agency, or Indian tribe may seeks waivers from the Sec-
retary of Education. The entity seeking the waiver must describe
the Federal requirements to be waived and how, in waiving those
requirements, overall student achievement will improve.



24

Subpart 4—Innovative Education Program Strategies

The Innovative Education Program Strategies, often referred to
in the current law as “Title VI,” has been moved to title V which
is focused on providing flexibility to State and local educational
agencies. This program provides support to State and local edu-
cational agencies to develop education reform initiatives that will
improve student, school, and teacher performance. The administra-
tion of program funds is handled by the State educational agencies.
However, the design and implementation of activities under the
program are the responsibilities of the local educational agencies,
school superintendents, principals, and teachers. A funding level of
$850 million is authorized for fiscal year 2002.

Part C—Flexibility in the use of administrative and other funds

State educational agencies and local educational agencies have
the ability to consolidate administrative funds for one or more of
the following: all title I programs; administration of the Innovative
Education Program Strategies initiative; establishment and oper-
ation of peer-review mechanisms under the BEST Act; and dissemi-
nation of information regarding model programs and practices.

Part D—Coordination of programs, consolidated state and local
plans and applications

This provisions of this part encourage greater cross-program co-
ordination, planning, and service delivery. State educational agen-
cies and local educational agencies may integrate the following pro-
grams into one plan: part A of title I; part C of title I; title IV; and
Innovative Education Program Strategies. Local educational agen-
cies may integrate the following into one plan: part A of title I; part
A of title II; title IV; and Innovative Education Program Strategies.

Part E—Advanced placement program

Part E authorizes a competitive grant program designed to: en-
courage more students (especially low-income students) to take the
advanced placement (AP) exam; increase the availability of AP
courses offered; and broaden the range of schools offering AP
courses. This program, originally authorized as part of the Higher
Education Amendments of 1998, has been expanded and added to
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

The Secretary is to give first priority to providing grants to State
educational agencies to enable them to cover all or part of the costs
of AP test fees for low-income individuals. Seventy percent of any
remaining funds will be allocated for grants to State and local edu-
cational agencies to expand access for low-income students to AP
programs. Thirty percent of any remaining funds will be used for
grants to provide students with on-line AP courses. A funding level
of $50 million is authorized for these activities in fiscal year 2002.

TITLE VI—PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Part A—Parental assistance

Part A provides leadership, technical assistance, and financial
support to nonprofit organizations and local educational agencies to
implement successful parent involvement programs. The Secretary
of Education is authorized to award competitive grants to nonprofit
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organizations and local educational agencies to establish school-
linked or school based parental information and resource centers.
Grant funds will be used to assist parents in participating effec-
tively in their children’s education. A funding level of $50 million
is authorized for these activities in fiscal year 2002.

Part—B Improving academic achievement

The purpose of part B is to create rewards for states and schools
that make the most progress in improving educational achieve-
ment. The Secretary would be authorized to make “Achievement in
Education Awards” to support States, and “No Child Left Behind
Awards” to recognize schools. The Secretary would also be author-
ized to make one-time bonus payments to States that complete the
development of assessments in advance of the schedule outlined in
section 1111. The BEST Act authorizes $50 million for fiscal year
2002 for these purposes, as well as other activities designed to pro-
mote the improvement of education, as part of the Fund to Improve
Education Achievement (FIEA).

The BEST Act also authorizes the Secretary to reduce adminis-
trative funds to those States that fail to make adequate yearly
progress and that show no statistically significant improvement for
students who are racial or ethnic minorities and for economically
disadvantaged students. The Secretary’s determination will be
based on both the results of the State assessment system described
in section 1111, and the results of 4th and 8th grade assessments
by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in
mathematics and reading. However, no sanctions would be levied
against a State based solely on the results of its NAEP assessment.
After 2 years of insufficient progress, the Secretary may reduce ad-
ministrative funds by up to 30 percent, after 3 such years, up to
75 percent.

In addition to authorizing $50 million for FIEA, part B author-
izes $400 million and $110 million for the development of State as-
sessments and conduct of the state NAEP, respectively, in fiscal
year 2002.

TITLE VII—INDIAN, NATIVE HAWAIIAN, AND ALASKA NATIVE
EDUCATION

The purpose of title VII is to modify and improve the educational
services provided for American Indian, Alaska Native, and Native
Hawaiian students. The BEST Act continues to make grants avail-
able to schools operated or supported by the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs and allows local educational agencies to provide an increased
range of services to include those that: (1) promote the incorpora-
tion of culturally responsive teaching and learning strategies; (2)
incorporate American Indian and Alaska Native specific curriculum
content into the curriculum; (3) promote coordination among tribal,
Federal, and State public schools in areas that will improve edu-
cation; and (4) offer family literacy activities. The BEST Act gives
local educational agencies which receive formula grants under part
A the ability to commingle all of the Federal funding they receive
for educating Indian children, regardless of which agency provides
it, into 1 coordinated, comprehensive program to meet the specific
needs of Indian children. The BEST Act also authorizes the provi-
sion of family literacy services for Indian, Native Hawaiian, and
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Native Alaskan students, limits administrative costs to 5 percent,
and consolidates a number of programs under Part B: Native Ha-
waiian Education and Part C: Native Alaskan Education. Fiscal
year 2002 funding authorizations levels are $116 million for Indian
Education, $28 million for Native Hawaiian Education, and $17
million for Alaska Native Education.

TITLE VIII—REPEALS

This title repeals titles IX through XIV of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 and repeals the Goals 2000: Edu-
cate America Act.

TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

This title authorizes a grant award to the National Board on
Testing and Assessment of the National Research Council to con-
duct an ongoing evaluation of high stakes assessments. A funding
level of $4 million is authorized for fiscal year 2002, to remain
available until expended.

General notes

1. Throughout the bill, specific funding levels are established for
fiscal year 2002 and “such sums as may be necessary” are author-
ized for each of the 6 succeeding fiscal years. Unless otherwise
noted, all programs included in the BEST Act are authorized
through fiscal year 2008.

2. Impact Aid programs remain a part of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. These programs were reauthorized in
2000 as part of the Floyd D. Spence National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for fiscal year 2001 (Public Law 106-398). The BEST Act
retains impact aid programs as title VIII, but makes no changes to
these programs.

II1. LEGISLATIVE HISTORY AND COMMITTEE ACTION

During the 106th Congress, the committee held 24 hearings on
issues related to the reauthorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act (ESEA). On February 15, 2001, the full com-
mittee held a hearing on President Bush’s education proposals-re-
ceiving testimony from Education Secretary Roderick Paige.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

On March 7 and 8, 2001, the committee met in executive session
to consider the Better Education for Students and Teachers (BEST)
Act.

An initial draft of the Better Education for Students and Teach-
ers Act was circulated to members of the committee on February
16, and a substitute proposal was circulated on March 2. By unani-
mous consent of the committee, the March 2 substitute, in com-
bination with the 4 amendments offered by Senator Jeffords at the
outset of the executive session, served as original text for purposes
of further amendment.

The committee took action on 30 amendments, adopting 21 of
them and defeating the remaining 9. Fourteen amendments were
offered and subsequently withdrawn, and an additional 19 amend-
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ments were filed but not offered. The bill as amended was adopted
by a roll call vote of 20 yeas to 0 nays.

Votes Taken During Executive Session

Eight roll call and 23 voice votes were taken during committee
consideration of the Better Education for Students and Teachers
Act, as follows:

1. Senator Jeffords offered a manager’s amendment that includes
technical corrections to the bill language distributed to members on
March 2, as well as several small issues worked out with members
prior to the executive session. The amendment was adopted by
voice vote (en bloc with the 3 Jeffords amendments described im-
mediately below).

2. Senator Jeffords offered an amendment to expand and
strengthen the accountability provisions of the bill. The amend-
ment: (1) includes a set-aside to help States, school districts, and
schools develop school improvement strategies; (2) requires States
to create statewide standards for moving all students towards pro-
ficiency; (3) requires States to test all students in grades 3 through
8 annually in math and reading, authorizing funds to cover devel-
opment costs and half of the testing implementation costs; (4) re-
quires States to administer the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress (NAEP) reading and math tests in grades 4 and
8, with the Federal government assuming the cost of NAEP; (5) re-
quires States, school districts, and schools to take stronger actions
on a 3-year time line if they are not meeting the annual yearly
progress goals; (6) creates an achievement fund to reward high per-
forming States; and (7) requires schools, school districts, and States
to develop report cards. The amendment was adopted by voice vote
(en bloc).

3. Senator Jeffords offered an amendment making several tech-
nical and clarifying changes to the new Reading First program that
was included in the substitute distributed to members on March 2.
The Reading First program, in Part B of Title I, has the goal of
having all students read well by the end of third grade. The
amendment was adopted by voice vote (en bloc).

4. Senator Jeffords offered an amendment to authorize $75 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2002 and such sums as may be necessary in the
6 succeeding fiscal years for the establishment of the Early Read-
ing First program as a complement to the Reading First initiative.
The goal of Early Reading First is to assist preschool age children
in their language and early literacy development. The program
would provide competitive grants to schools and other programs
serving children ages 3-5, and it contains a strong evaluation com-
ponent. The amendment was adopted by voice vote (en bloc).

5. Senator Kennedy offered an amendment to require that local
educational agencies use at least 50 percent of their teacher quality
funds for professional development activities (rather than using all
or a majority of funds for teacher recruitment or hiring). The
amendment was defeated by a roll call vote 10 yeas to 10 nays.

YEAS NAYS
Kennedy Jeffords
Dodd Gregg

Harkin Frist
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Mikulski Enzi
Bingaman Hutchinson
Wellstone Warner
Murray Bond

Reed Roberts
Edwards Collins
Clinton Sessions

6. Senator Hutchinson offered an amendment to add teacher
merit pay and the reform of tenure systems as permissive uses of
State funds under the teacher quality provisions of the bill. These
activities, as well as teacher testing, would also be added to the list
of permissive activities to be conducted by local educational agen-
cies. The amendment was adopted by voice vote.

7. Senator Mikulski offered an amendment to authorize a new
Community Technology Centers program. The program would pro-
vide competitive grants to allow foundations, museums, libraries,
for-profit businesses, non-profits, community-based organizations,
institutions of higher education, State educational agencies, local
educational agencies, or consortia to expand access to computers
and related services to disadvantaged residents of economically dis-
tressed urban and rural communities. The amendment would au-
thorize $100 million for fiscal year 2002 and such sums as may be
necessary for the 4 succeeding fiscal years. The amendment was
defeated by voice vote.

8. Senator Bingaman offered an amendment to establish an ex-
panded Advanced Placement (AP) testing program within the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act. Seventy percent of the
funds would be allocated for grants to State and local educational
agencies to expand access for low-income students to AP programs.
The remaining 30 percent of funds would be used for grants to pro-
vide students with on-line AP courses. Authorized funding is $50
million in fiscal year 2002 and such sums as may be necessary for
the out-years. The amendment was adopted by voice vote (en bloc
with the 2 Bingaman amendment described immediately below).

9. Senator Bingaman offered an amendment to authorize school
dropout prevention programs. Of that amount, 10 percent is allo-
cated for national activities. The remaining 90 percent is to be used
for States formula grants and for capacity building and design ini-
tiatives. State funds are to be awarded competitively to local
schools to support dropout prevention programs, to assist school re-
entry, and to raise the academic achievement of all students. Au-
thorized funding is $50 million in fiscal year 2002 and such sums
as may be necessary for the out-years. The amendment was adopt-
ed by voice vote (en bloc).

10. Senator Bingaman offered an amendment to authorize a new
grant program to provide higher education consortia that prepare
prospective teachers to better train them in the use of advanced
technologies. Authorized funding is $150 million in fiscal year 2002
and such sums as may be necessary for the out-years. The amend-
ment was adopted by voice vote (en bloc).

11. Senator Harkin offered an amendment to authorize a school
renovation grant program. The amendment would authorize a
funding level of $1.6 billion for fiscal year 2002 and such sums as
may be necessary for each of the fiscal years 2003 through 2006.
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The amendment was defeated by a roll call vote of 10 yeas to 10
nays.

YEAS NAYS
Kennedy Jeffords
Dodd Gregg
Harkin Frist
Mikulski Enzi
Bingaman Hutchinson
Wellstone Warner
Murray Bond
Reed Roberts
Edwards Collins
Clinton Sessions

12. Senator Warner offered an amendment to permit local mu-
nicipalities to compete for grant funds awarded under the 21st
Century Community Learning Centers program. The amendment
was adopted by voice vote.

13. Senator Murray offered an amendment to authorize funding
for the continuation of the class-size reduction program as a sepa-
rate program. (The BEST bill combines this program with the Ei-
senhower professional development program and makes class-size
reduction a permissive use of funds.) The amendment authorized
$2.4 billion for fiscal year 2002 and such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 2003 through 2009. The amendment was defeated by
a roll call vote of 10 yeas to 10 nays.

YEAS NAYS
Kennedy Jeffords
Dodd Gregg
Harkin Frist
Mikulski Enzi
Bingaman Hutchinson
Wellstone Warner
Murray Bond
Reed Roberts
Edwards Collins
Clinton Sessions

14. Senator Murray offered an amendment to increase the fiscal
year 2002 authorization for homeless education programs from $40
million to $90 million. During committee discussion of the amend-
ment, Senator Murray modified it to provide for a fiscal year 2002
authorization level of $70 million. The amendment, as modified,
was adopted by voice vote.

15. Senator Clinton offered an amendment require that local edu-
cational agencies use 10 percent of their allotments to recruit, hire,
and train teachers. It would also include paraprofessional training
programs and programs that attract mid-career professionals to
teaching among the examples of recruitment activities which could
be conducted. During committee discussion of the amendment, Sen-
ator Clinton modified the amendment to delete the provisions re-
quiring a 10-percent set-aside. The amendment, as modified, was
adopted by voice vote.

16. Senator Clinton offered an amendment to authorize $3 mil-
lion for a National Teacher Recruitment Campaign as part of the
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national programs portion of the Teacher Quality provisions of the
bill. The Secretary is to make a competitive grant to a single na-
tional coalition of teacher and media organizations, including the
National Teacher Recruitment Clearinghouse. Grant funds would
be used to conduct a national public service campaign concerning
the resources for and routes to entering teaching. The amendment
was adopted by voice vote.

17. Senator Clinton offered an amendment to include recruitment
and mentorship as activities in the national program dealing with
professional development of school leadership and to clarify that
principals and assistant principals are included in the term “school
leadership.” The amendment was adopted by voice vote.

18. Senator Clinton offered an amendment to require that results
from assessments be provided to parents and teachers within 4
weeks after the test is taken. During committee discussion of the
amendment, Senator Clinton modified it to delete the 4-week time
limit and to instead require that parents and teachers be provided
with assessment results as soon as is practicably possible after the
test is taken. The amendment, as modified, was adopted by voice
vote.

19. Senator Bingaman offered an amendment to establish a Na-
tional Panel on Portability of Teacher Pensions and Credentials.
The 9-member panel, appointed by the Secretary, is to study op-
tions for increasing the reciprocity of recognition of teacher creden-
tials and the portability of teacher pensions between States and to
issue a report 1 year after members of the panel have been ap-
pointed. The amendment was adopted by voice vote.

20. Senator Sessions offered an amendment to add provisions
dealing with school safety and violence prevention activities, school
uniforms, transfer of school disciplinary records, employee back-
ground checks, and memorial services at public schools to Title IV
(Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities) of the bill. During
consideration of the amendment, Senator Sessions modified it to
clarify the application of the provisions and to delete the provisions
relating to memorial services. The amendment, as modified, was
adopted by voice vote.

21. Senator Gregg offered an amendment to permit the Secretary
to award 21st Century Community Learning Centers grants to
community based organizations and to waive any provision of the
program requiring that the money be used in or through a school.
Following a discussion of additional revisions to the 21st Century
Community Learning Centers program to be made in a managers’
package for the floor, the amendment was adopted by voice vote.

22. Senator Dodd offered an amendment to set fixed dollar fig-
ures in each of the 7 years of the reauthorization bill for the grants
to State and local educational agencies authorized under part A of
title I. Beginning with a fiscal year 2002 level of $15 billion, the
authorized funds would increase each year—ending at a funding
level of $ 37.7 billion in fiscal year 2008 (full funding under the al-
location formula). (The BEST bill provides an authorization level of
$15 billion for fiscal year 2002 and “such sums” in each of the 6
succeeding fiscal years.) The amendment was defeated by a roll call
vote of 10 yeas to 10 nays.
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YEAS NAYS
Kennedy Jeffords
Dodd Gregg
Harkin Frist
Mikulski Enzi
Bingaman Hutchinson
Wellstone Warner
Murray Bond
Reed Roberts
Edwards Collins
Clinton Sessions

23. Senator Dodd offered an amendment to increase the author-
ization of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program
from $846 million to $1.5 billion for fiscal year 2002. The amend-
ment was adopted by voice vote.

24. Senator Wellstone offered an amendment to authorize $4 mil-
lion to support a study by the National Academy of Sciences of the
impact/effects of high stakes testing. The amendment was adopted
by voice vote.

25. Senator Reed offered an amendment to authorize a new for-
mula grant program to State educational agencies to help local
educational agencies and schools support the acquisition of up-to-
date school library materials and provide funds for training of
school library resource personnel. The amendment would authorize
$475 million in fiscal year 2002 and such sums as may be nec-
essary in each of the 6 succeeding fiscal years. The amendment
also authorizes an additional $25 million in fiscal year 2002 and
such sums as may be necessary in each of the 6 succeeding fiscal
years for expanding the non-school hours of operation of school li-
braries. The amendment was defeated by a roll call vote of 10 yeas
to 10 nays.

YEAS NAYS
Kennedy Jeffords
Dodd Gregg
Harkin Frist
Mikulski Enzi
Bingaman Hutchinson
Wellstone Warner
Murray Bond
Reed Roberts
Edwards Collins
Clinton Sessions

26. Senator Reed offered an amendment to authorize the Sec-
retary to make grants to local educational agencies to support and
enhance the involvement of parents in schools and their children’s
education. The amendment authorizes $500 million in fiscal year
2002 and such sums as may be necessary in subsequent years for
this purpose. The amendment also requires the State educational
agency to include in its application for funding under title I a de-
scription of its parental involvement policies, how it will use fed-
eral funds to implement those policies, and how it will evaluate
such activities. Each State would also need to involve parents in
the review of its plan. The amendment was defeated by a roll call
vote of 10 yeas to 10 nays.
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YEAS NAYS
Kennedy Jeffords
Dodd Gregg
Harkin Frist
Mikulski Enzi
Bingaman Hutchinson
Wellstone Warner
Murray Bond
Reed Roberts
Edwards Collins
Clinton Sessions

27. Senator Reed offered an amendment to authorize a competi-
tive grant program for the establishment or expansion of child op-
portunity zone family centers in elementary and secondary schools.
Such centers are school-based or school-linked centers that provide
comprehensive support services designed to improve the education,
health, mental health, safety, and economic well-being of children
and their families. The amendment would authorize a funding level
of $100 million in fiscal year 2002 and such sums as may be nec-
essary in each of the 6 succeeding fiscal years. The amendment
was defeated by voice vote.

28. Senator Murray offered an amendment to mandate that 3 ad-
ditional elements—dropout rates, professional qualifications, and
class size—be included in the state and local report cards required
by the bill. Under the bill, the inclusion of these 3 elements is dis-
cretionary. The amendment was defeated by a roll call vote of 10
yeas to 10 nays.

YEAS NAYS
Kennedy Jeffords
Dodd Gregg
Harkin Frist
Mikulski Enzi
Bingaman Hutchinson
Wellstone Warner
Murray Bond
Reed Roberts
Edwards Collins
Clinton Sessions

29. Senator Murray offered an amendment to provide that State
educational agencies, in making grants to local educational agen-
cies to improve the use of technology in education, must give pri-
ority to districts with the highest number or percentage of children
in poverty and must provide for an equitable urban/rural distribu-
tion of grant funds. The amendment was adopted by voice vote.

30. Senator Wellstone offered an amendment to authorize $5 mil-
lion in each of the fiscal years 2002 through 2004 to provide grants
to provide training for staff, education programs for students, and
materials to combat the impact of experiencing or witnessing do-
mestic violence. These provisions would be included in title IV
(Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities). The amendment
was adopted by voice vote.

31. The substitute bill, as amended, was reported favorably by a
roll call vote of 20 yeas to 0 nays.
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YEAS

Jeffords
Gregg
Frist

Enzi
Hutchinson
Warner
Bond
Roberts
Collins
Sessions
Kennedy
Dodd
Harkin
Mikulski
Bingaman
Wellstone
Murray
Reed
Edwards
Clinton

Amendments Offered and Subsequently Withdrawn

Fourteen amendments were offered, discussed, and subsequently
withdrawn:

1. Senator Gregg offered and then withdrew an amendment to
authorize $500 million for a new child centered program within
title I. Under the program, up to 10 States and up to 20 local edu-
cational agencies located in States which do not participate would
allocate all their part A funds (including the additional amount au-
thorized in the amendment) to title I-eligible children on a per-
pupil basis. The per-pupil amount could be used for supplemental
educational services provided by the school or by another entity
and would follow any eligible child who transfers to another school.

2. Senator Frist offered and then withdrew an amendment to es-
tablish an Academic Achievement for All Demonstration program.
Under the demonstration program, up to 15 States would be per-
mitted to combine funds under a dozen Federal education formula
grant programs to use to advance the educational priorities of the
State. Participating States must show results in improving the aca-
demic performance of all students during the 5-year term of the
performance agreement. If a State chooses not to participate, any
local educational agency in the State may do so.

3. Senator Kennedy offered and then withdrew an amendment to
require that, within 4 years, every teacher who provides services
to title I students will meet the definition of “highly qualified” in-
cluded in the bill. The amendment would also prohibit a local edu-
cational agency from using teacher quality funds to hire a teacher
who is not “highly qualified.”

4. Senator Dodd offered and then withdrew an amendment to au-
thorize the establishment of an Early Childhood Educator Profes-
sional Development Program. The amendment would provide a
funding level of $100 million in fiscal year 2002 and such sums as
may be necessary in each of the 6 succeeding fiscal years.



34

5. Senator Dodd offered and then withdrew an amendment to in-
crease the amount of basic grants for Puerto Rico under title I in
order to provide for funding equity. The increases would be phased
in over a 5-year period, beginning in fiscal year 2002.

6. Senator Harkin offered and then withdrew an amendment to
authorize grants to establish or expand elementary and secondary
school counseling programs. The amendment would provide a fund-
ing level of $100 million in fiscal year 2002 and such sums as may
be necessary in each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years.

7. Senator Bingaman offered and then withdrew an amendment
to authorize grants to schools and local educational agencies to as-
sist in the establishment of smaller learning communities. The
amendment would provide a funding level of $200 million in fiscal
year 2002 and such sums as may be necessary in each of the 4 suc-
ceeding fiscal years.

8. Senator Bingaman offered and then withdrew an amendment
to earmarks funds to establish a School Security and Technology
Center at the Sandia Lab that would serve as a resource center for
local educational agencies. The amendment would also provide
grants to local educational agencies to improve the security at their
schools. The amendment would authorize a funding level of $2.75
million and $10 million, respectively, in each of the fiscal years
2002, 2003, and 2004.

9. Senator Wellstone offered and then withdrew an amendment
to provide that States would not have to develop or implement the
new annual assessment requirements in title I unless: (1) the au-
thorization for this development (authorization is $400 million in
the bill) is fully funded (in which case the deadline for implementa-
tion would be delayed for 1 school year); and (2) funding for IDEA
reaches 40 percent of the national average per-pupil expenditure.

10. Senator Wellstone offered and then withdrew an amendment
to provide that States would not have to develop or implement the
new annual assessment requirements in Title I unless: (1) the au-
thorization for this development (authorization is $400 million in
the bill) is fully funded (in which case the deadline for implementa-
tion would be delayed for one school year); and (2) Title I, Part A
is funded at $15 billion, the authorized amount in the bill.

11. Senator Wellstone offered and then withdrew an amendment
to delete a provision in the bill that rewards states with one-time
payments for developing their assessments ahead of schedule. In
its place it would authorize one-time payments for States that de-
velop particularly high-quality assessments.

12. Senator Murray offered and then withdrew an amendment to
add 2 options to the 3 included in the bill for schools subject to re-
constitution. The current options are: (1) reopening as a charter
school; (2) replacing all or most of the school staff; or (3) making
alternative governance arrangements. The Murray amendment
would add the following options: (1) replacing the school’s leader-
ship, including the principal, for which purpose bonuses may be
given from title I funds, and (2) providing extended learning time
through an academically focused after-school program.

13. Senator Reed offered and then withdrew an amendment to
require that local educational agencies use at least 5 percent of
their title I allocations in FY 2002 and 2003 for professional devel-
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opment. The percentage would be increased to 10 percent in subse-
quent fiscal years.

14. Senator Clinton offered and then withdrew an amendment to
authorize a public school choice demonstration program. States and
local educational agencies would apply to the Secretary for funds
to plan, implement, and evaluate innovative approaches to public
school choice. A funding level of $50 million would be authorized
in fiscal year 2002 and such sums as may be necessary in each of
the 6 succeeding fiscal years.

IV. EXPLANATION OF THE BILL AND COMMITTEE VIEWS
TITLE I—HELPING DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN MEET HIGH STANDARDS

Part A—Basic programs

The purpose of part A is to provide opportunities for those stu-
dents served by part A of title I to meet challenging State perform-
ance and content standards. The last revision of title I, which oc-
curred in 1994, made major changes regarding standards, assess-
ment, professional development, and accountability. The 1994 law
also established a 7-year timetable for all States to develop and im-
plement standards and assessments. The BEST Act builds upon
these reforms and expands them to all students.

The 1994 law created several mechanisms to measure student
performance. One such mechanism was adequate yearly progress.
The BEST Act changes the definition of adequate yearly progress
by stating that all children shall meet the State’s performance level
for proficiency within 10 years. In addition, adequate yearly
progress must be based on State standards and assessments.

The BEST Act significantly expands the scope and frequency of
current assessment efforts. States receiving title I funds would be
required to establish performance standards for all students, and
assess students in grades 3-8 annually in mathematics and read-
ing by school year 2005-2006. The results of these assessments
would be made available to parents and the public as the primary
measure of success in reaching the State’s performance standards,
at the school, local educational agency, and statewide level. In rec-
ognition of the substantial investment this additional assessment
will require, the Act provides funding for nearly all development
costs as well as guaranteeing half the ongoing costs for implemen-
tation.

The BEST Act also takes several steps to provide better informa-
tion to parents and the public on the progress of schools in meeting
State performance standards. The Act would require report cards
that would indicate the progress of students in meeting State per-
formance goals, disaggregated into several subgroups, including
race, gender, disability, and income. Report cards would report re-
sults at the school, local, and State levels. In recognition of the sta-
tistical limits of such disaggregation, the BEST Act does not re-
quire disaggregation for groups of students in small schools or local
educational agencies that would yield invalid results, and would
permit techniques, such as multi-year aggregation, that would
strengthen the validity of assessment data. In addition, data could
not be disaggregated when doing so would violate an individual’s
privacy.
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Another reform included in the 1994 law was the establishment
of the school improvement and corrective action process for local
educational agencies and schools. The BEST Act expands these pro-
visions by requiring State educational agencies and local edu-
cational agencies to take at least 1 of a series of corrective actions
with respect to schools and local educational agencies that do not
improve after being identified as failing to meet adequate yearly
progress.

In addition, in order to draw broad public attention to the efforts
of States and local educational agencies to turn around failing
schools, the BEST Act requires States to report annually to the
Secretary the number and names of each school identified for
school improvement, the reason why each school was so identified,
and the measure taken to address the performance problems of
each school.

A new mechanism for measuring the progress of States estab-
lished by the BEST Act is required participation in the National
Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP). While nearly all States
now participate in NAEP, such participation would be required of
all States, and paid for by the Federal government, to provide a
benchmark for comparison among States and to serve as confirma-
tion of progress or lack thereof for the purposes of the State re-
wards and sanctions outlined in title VI. No sanctions would be lev-
ied against a State based solely on the results of its NAEP assess-
ment.

The BEST Act also expands parental involvement and profes-
sional development activities. Both the State and local educational
agencies must implement parental involvement and professional
development programs that have demonstrated effectiveness. The
State is required to provide technical assistance to districts and
schools that may be having problems implementing parental in-
volvement and professional development activities.

Since 1994, the title I school-wide program has become quite pop-
ular. Due to its popularity, the committee changed the eligibility
qualification from not less than 50 percent of enrolled children
from low-income families to not less than 40 percent.

Two new provisions pertaining to school choice have been in-
cluded in the BEST Act. The bill requires local educational agen-
cies to offer public school choice alternatives to students attending
title I schools that have been identified as needing improvement or
corrective action, as well as schools where violent incidents have
occurred.

The BEST Act increases the authorization level for fiscal year
2002 for part A to $15 billion. Of amounts appropriated, up to 5
percent may be reserved by State educational agencies to use for
school improvement activities, assessment initiatives, and awards
for outstanding schools and educators. The State will determine
how the reservation will be used.

Part B—Literacy for children and families

Subpart 1—William F. Goodling Even Start Family Literacy
Act

The William F. Goodling Even Start Family Literacy program is
designed to improve the educational opportunities for low-income
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families by integrating early childhood, adult basic education, and
parental education into a unified family literacy program. Even
Start grants are geared to areas with high rates of poverty, illit-
eracy, unemployment, families of limited English proficiency, or
disadvantaged children. The program was reauthorized in 2000 as
part of the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2001 (Public Law 106-554), and
the BEST Act makes no changes to the program.

Subpart 2—Reading First

President Bush has set as a goal for the nation that all students
be proficient readers by the end of the third grade. This is critically
important because after third grade, in most of our nation’s
schools, reading is taught less as a skill in and of itself but increas-
ingly becomes a tool for learning other knowledge and skill areas.
Young students who can not read well—with speed, accuracy, and
understanding—are likely not only to fall further behind their
peers in reading ability, but also will not be able to keep up in the
other subjects areas. Reading is truly the foundation for all further
school success.

Research carried out over the past 2 decades has given us a clear
picture of how children learn how to read, what is the cause of
reading difficulties, and how instruction can be designed in order
to help nearly all children become proficient readers. A recent re-
port of the National Reading Panel, “Teaching Children to Read,”
summarizes some of the most important threads of this research
and presents its implications for instruction. It is this research
base that forms the basis on which the Reading First program is
built. Like the Reading Excellence Act, this new program requires
that all activities carried out with Reading First funds must be
based on scientific reading research. In fact, this term is defined
in this new program exactly as it is in the Reading Excellence Act.

The overall focus of Reading First is to have the knowledge gen-
erated by solid research reflected in the teaching of reading to all
students. The BEST Act allows for the participation of parents and
other community members in the implementation of programs sup-
ported under both Reading First and Early Reading First, so long
as they are based on evidence from scientific research meeting the
definition in the Act. For example, a number of States, including
Texas, Ohio, and Michigan, have implemented reading programs
with community and parent involvement that they have found to
be effective. So long as they comply with the requirements of the
Act with regard to being based on sound research and covering the
basic components of reading instruction, these approaches can be
important tools in helping all children learn to read well by the end
of third grade.

All State educational agencies are eligible to apply for Reading
First funds. However, applications must be approved by a peer re-
view panel in order to be funded. It is the intent of the committee
that the Secretary and the review panels seriously consider the
quality of the applications—under both the formula and competi-
tive grant sections—and insure that Reading First funds are used
to improve reading instruction based on scientific reading research.
In addition, the committee intends that the funds appropriated
under this subpart be targeted to schools serving children most
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likely to experience difficulties learning to read, including children
with disabilities and children learning to speak and/or read English
as a second language.

Subpart 3—Early Reading First

While explicit instruction in reading usually begins in kinder-
garten or first grade, research has clearly demonstrated that the
skills which make learning to read possible develop at a much ear-
lier age. A recent report from the Department of Education—“The
Kindergarten Year”—found that children arrive at kindergarten
with significant differences in their early language and pre-literacy
skills. Those children with more “risk factors”—coming from poor
families, having parents with low levels of education—lacked the
foundation skills identified by research as critical to successfully
learning to read.

It is the purpose and goal of the Early Reading First program to
demonstrate how programs serving preschool age children can help
those who are at risk for reading difficulties gain the important
language and pre-literacy skills identifies by rigorous research.
Like the Reading First program, it is the intent of the committee
that funds appropriated under this subpart be targeted at pro-
grams serving those children most likely to need this program-
based assistance. The research would indicate this should include
children from poor families, children whose parents have low levels
of education and literacy, children with disabilities, and children
learning to speak English as a second language. In addition, since
parents should be a critical part of this early childhood learning
process, the committee believes that programs serving both chil-
dren and parents should be included in the programs funded.

Since there is no uniform organizational structure at the local
level to designate as an eligible applicant, the committee intends
that the Secretary, in awarding these grants, give priority to appli-
cants that can show that Early Reading First funds will benefit a
broad coalition or collaboration of local programs serving preschool
age children. In this way, the limited funds being made available
through this subpart can have the greatest impact at the commu-
nity level.

Since this is a demonstration program, and the research base for
language and literacy development in this age group is less well de-
veloped, the committee has included two important national activi-
ties. The evaluation authorized by this subpart should be carried
out with the same scientific rigor as the definition of “scientifically
based reading research” describes. It is the expectation of the com-
mittee that these evaluation results will themselves advance our
knowledge of how language and pre-literacy skills develop in the
preschool years and how programs serving these children and their
families can ensure that nearly all children arrive at school ready
to learn. In the same vein, the committee has required the Sec-
retary to carry out research to advance our knowledge in this im-
portant area. It is the committee’s expectation that this research
will be carried out in such a manner so as to meet the criteria for
quality and rigor established by the National Reading Panel.
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Part C—Education of migratory children

The Migrant Education program provides grants to State edu-
cational agencies to develop or improve educational programs for
migrant students. Most migrant programs are administered by
local educational agencies and operate during both the regular
school year and in the summer. Priority for services is given to cur-
rent migrant students and to students who are failing, or at great-
est risk of failing, to meet State standards. The BEST Act builds
upon current law to ensure that migratory children have the oppor-
tunity to attain high levels of educational excellence. A funding
level of $400 million is authorized for fiscal year 2002.

Part D—Initiatives for Neglected, Delinquent or At-Risk Students

The Initiatives for Neglected, Delinquent or At-Risk Students
program is designed to meet the academic and skills building needs
of at-risk, school-aged youth in all States and remains unchanged
from current law. A funding level of $50 million is authorized for
fiscal year 2002.

Part E—FEvaluations and demonstrations

The BEST Act retains current law and authorizes $35 million for
fiscal year 2002.

Part F—21st Century Community Learning Centers

The BEST Act includes the reauthorization of the 21st Century
Community Learning Centers program. The bill makes several re-
visions to current law by placing an emphasis on academic enrich-
ment programs. In addition, community-based organizations, public
and private entities, and units of general purpose government will
become eligible for 21st Century Community Learning Center
grants and compete with local educational agencies for the funds.

During the executive session, committee members discussed fur-
ther changes that will be made to the program. The key change fo-
cused on giving an equal priority to 3 entities for the purpose of
awarding grants. The 3 entities that will have equal priority are:
title I-eligible schools; joint applications between eligible organiza-
tions and title I-eligible schools; and community-based organiza-
tions and other eligible organizations serving communities in which
title I-eligible schools are based or located.

Part G—Comprehensive School Reform

The BEST Act includes the Comprehensive School Reform pro-
gram, often referred to as the Obey-Porter initiative. The Com-
prehensive School Reform program awards formula grants to State
educational agencies. These grants are designed to assist in the im-
plementation of effective school reform models. There are a number
of demonstration programs that have produced positive results in
a variety of subject areas. A funding level of $200 million is author-
ized for fiscal year 2002.

Part H—Assistance to address school dropout problems

An issue of great concern to the members of the committee is the
escalating school dropout rate. To address this problem, a dropout
prevention program has been included in the BEST Act. The initia-
tive creates a grant program that will provide assistance to public
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schools for the implementation of an effective, sustainable, and co-
ordinated dropout effort.

Education for Homeless Children and Youth

The BEST Act also includes amendments to the Education for
Homeless Children and Youth program authorized as Subtitle B of
Title VII of the Stewart D. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act.
The program provides State formula grant assistance for: the es-
tablishment of Offices of Coordinator of Education of Homeless
Children and Youth in States; the development and implementa-
tion of State plans for the education of homeless children; and
subgrant support to local educational agencies for the education of
these children.

The committee notes that much progress has been made since
the enactment of the homeless education program in 1987. At that
time, nearly half of all homeless children were not attending
school. Currently, an estimated 88 percent of these children are en-
rolled in grades K-12. At the same time, much remains to be done
in overcoming the particular challenges involved in educating
homeless children and youth. A substantial portion of homeless
children do not attend school regularly. The mobility and frequent
absence of the records or immunizations required for enrollment of
homeless children present significant obstacles to meeting the edu-
cational needs of these children.

The BEST Act strengthens provisions of the current law in an ef-
fort to assure that homeless children receive a quality education,
to provide for continuity in the education of homeless children, and
to focus resources on high quality programs. Specifically, the BEST
Act includes several provisions designed to avoid segregating home-
less students into separate schools. It is estimated that 40 such
schools are now in operation. Many of these schools were estab-
lished as temporary arrangements, but have now become perma-
nent fixtures. Serious questions have been raised regarding the
quality of the education offered by some of these institutions.

The bill also contains provisions intended to avoid disruption of
a child’s education program by maintaining the child’s attendance
at his or her school of origin. The bill also attempts to avoid enroll-
ment delays by requiring immediate enrollment and by directing
school officials to make referrals for immunizations and to contact
other schools to obtain required records. Consistent with the com-
mittee’s efforts throughout the BEST Act to focus Federal resources
on proven approaches, the bill includes new provisions requiring
that the quality of an application is considered in the provision of
subgrants to local educational agencies. A funding level of $70 mil-
lion is authorized for fiscal year 2002.

TITLE II—TEACHER QUALITY

Part A—Teachers

The committee is unanimous in its interest in improving the
quality of professional development opportunities for teachers.
Committee members agree that children can make greater aca-
demic gains if they have a knowledgeable and caring teacher lead-
ing their classroom. This bill recognizes that an investment in bet-
ter teachers is an investment in our nation’s young people. The leg-
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islation authorizes $3 billion for fiscal year 2002 for teacher quality
and classroom quality measures.

It was the committee’s intent to create legislation that reflected
the observations and recommendations by professionals in the field
regarding how best to meet the needs of individual students in
schools across this country. The bill takes a flexible approach that
allows States and local educational agencies to adopt successful
models that will work for the conditions and circumstances of their
schools. It was the committee’s intent to provide a general frame-
work and funding stream for teacher quality initiatives with a spe-
cific emphasis on professional development and the hiring of quali-
fied teachers, while allowing individual school districts to adapt
programs to meet their specific needs. It is the expectation of the
committee that the States and local educational agencies will maxi-
mize the results from the activities of this bill by carefully assess-
ing their needs and designing a systematic approach to meeting
those needs. The bill encourages each State educational agency to
review relevant research and to explain why the activities it pro-
poses in its application are expected to improve student perform-
ance and outcomes, how the activities are aligned to State content
and performance standards and assessments, and how it will en-
sure that local educational agencies will carry out their proposed
activities.

The BEST Act combines funds and authorities from the Eisen-
hower Program and Class Size Reduction programs. It maintains
a separate Federal program for teacher quality initiatives in rec-
ognition of the critically important role that teachers play in im-
proving educational opportunities for young people. The profes-
sional development component of part A of title II builds upon the
strengths of the Eisenhower program by placing an emphasis on in-
novative professional development programs.

In an effort to direct Federal professional development dollars ef-
fectively, the bill strictly defines professional development as activi-
ties that are an integral part of broad schoolwide and districtwide
educational improvement plans; are tied to State content and stu-
dent performance standards; are sustained; and are based on the
best available research on teaching and learning. The bill requires
professional development activities to be tied to strategies that
demonstrate effectiveness in increasing student academic achieve-
ment and performance. Further, it prohibits the one-day, “one-shot”
workshop approach that research and evaluation have shown to be
largely ineffective in fostering learning and changing the way a
teacher teaches. In addition, the bill provides that professional de-
velopment activities supported by local educational agencies must
be designed to improve the knowledge of teachers concerning: the
academic subjects they teach, effective means to improve student
achievement and performance, and effective use of State standards
and assessments.

The BEST Act allows a school district to commit the same per-
centage of funds that it does now to class size reduction initiatives,
if it so chooses. For a school district that has a greater need for
professional development, it allows that school district to shift
funds to that need.

Title II of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act also
maintains an important role for institutions of higher education in
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providing professional development for teachers. A recent review of
the Eisenhower program stated that teachers participating in State
Agency for Higher Education (SAHE) administered activities found
that the professional development led to enhanced knowledge and
skills and to positive changes in their classroom teaching practices.
In addition, SAHE activities were of longer duration and placed a
greater emphasis on subject matter content, active learning and co-
herence. Using the success of the Eisenhower program as a model,
institutions of higher education within each State will receive a
dedicated stream of funding to be provided through competitive
grants within the State.

The bill includes strong language that will hold local educational
agencies accountable for increasing the academic achievement for
all students. Local educational agencies that do not show improve-
ment risk losing control of the formula-based Federal funds marked
for professional development and teacher hiring.

The bill authorizes the Secretary to invest in 4 areas that are
key to improving teaching and learning in the classroom. Under a
separately authorized funding stream, the Secretary shall make
grants to the Troops to Teachers Program, the School Leadership
Initiative, the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards,
and the Transition to Teaching program. Troops to Teachers is a
program that has proven to be effective in recruiting former mili-
tary personnel as classroom teachers. The School Leadership Initia-
tive will ensure that funds for professional development will be
available to principals, superintendents and others to enhance their
leadership and management skills. It authorizes a new program
designed to meet the unique professional development needs of our
Nation’s school leaders. The Snelling Center for School Leadership
in Vermont is an example of one place that is addressing the needs
of our nation’s school leaders effectively. Funds made available to
the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards will be
used to make grants to State educational agencies, local edu-
cational agencies, and individuals to promote outreach, recruit
teachers, or provide for teacher subsides. The committee believes
that efforts to encourage and support teachers to become highly ac-
complished master teachers as recognized through advanced certifi-
cation or credential programs will improve teaching and learning
in schools. Finally, the Transition to Teaching program will help
recruit, prepare, and support mid-career professionals to become
highly qualified teachers.

A separate authorization of $3 million in fiscal year 2002 is pro-
vided for a National Teacher Recruitment Campaign. The Sec-
retary is to make a competitive grant to a single national coalition
of teacher and media organizations. Grant funds are to be used to
conduct a national public service campaign concerning the re-
sources for and routes to entering teaching.

Part B—Mathematics and science partnerships

Part B includes important new initiatives designed to improve
student achievement in the areas of mathematics and science by
strengthening the training and recruitment of highly qualified
math and science teachers. In developing these initiatives, the com-
mittee has drawn from the recommendations made by several com-
missions and organizations which have recently called attention to
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the pressing need in this area. These include: The National Com-
mission on Mathematics and Science Teaching for the 21st Cen-
tury, also known as the Glenn Commission (“Before It’s Too Late”),
the National Research Council (“Educating Teachers of Science,
Mathematics, and Technology”), and the US Commission on Na-
tional Security (“Road Map for National Security: Imperative for
Change”).

An enormous improvement in mathematics and science education
at the K-12 level is necessary if today’s students want good jobs
and the US wants to stay competitive in the world economy. Test
data from the Third International Mathematics and Science Study
(TIMSS) in 1995 have shown that students from the United States
in the fourth grade were among the top scorers of students from
the 41 nations testing. However, both TIMSS and the Third Inter-
national Mathematics and Science Study—Repeat (TIMSS-R) in
1999 show that, by the eighth grade, students from the United
States test in the middle of the students from the countries tested.
By the twelfth grade, TIMSS shows that students from the United
States test near the bottom of the students tested. Our students
are not receiving the education that is required to cause them to
learn the mathematics and science that students in many other
countries are learning. They are not receiving an education that
stimulates their imagination enough that they want to learn math-
ematics and science at a world-class level. Every year that our stu-
dents stay in school, they lose ground in mathematics and science
knowledge compared with the students of other countries of the
world.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in
1996 showed that fewer than one-third of all United States stu-
dents in grades 4, 8, and 12 performed at or above the “proficient”
achievement level in mathematics and science. More than one-third
of United States students scored below the “basic” level—lacking
mastery of the prerequisite knowledge and skills needed for “pro-
ficient” at each grade. The results in NAEP also indicate that stu-
dents in the United States score lower with respect to the stand-
ards of proficiency for those grade levels each year that they are
in school.

With globalization, the good jobs will go to the people who can
do them best. If those people are not in the United States, then
those jobs will also not be in the United States. At present, the law
allows 195,000 immigrants to enter the United States on H-1B
visas each year in order to take jobs that cannot be filled by work-
ers in the United States. As tele-commuting increases, there will
be no reason to bring those workers to the United States to take
the jobs that the workers in the United States cannot fill, and the
jobs themselves will move to countries that have the workers. We
have seen manufacturing jobs move out of the country, and, unless
the United States can supply the workers to fill the jobs from its
own students, we will see it happen with information jobs. The
Glenn Commission report, “Before It’s too Late,” (September 2000)
states that “. . . the rapid pace of change in both the increasingly
interdependent global economy and in the American workplace de-
mands widespread mathematics- and science-related knowledge
and abilities.”
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Not only are mathematics and science literacy essential in the
workforce, but, according to the Glenn Commission, “Our citizens
need both mathematics and science for their everyday decision-
making.” The ability to evaluate data impartially and to make deci-
sions based on that evaluation is needed by our citizens in every
aspect of life. Citizens are called upon daily to evaluate advertise-
ments, political claims, conflicting requests for public funds, and
many other aspects of private and public decision making. Not only
is the training that comes from looking at information in a sci-
entific manner important, but also a knowledge of science and
mathematics is essential at a time when much of the information
evaluated becomes more technical. Without that knowledge, our
citizens become unable to make the best daily decisions in their
personal lives and in their roles as citizens.

The Glenn Commission found that the “most powerful instru-
ment for change, and therefore the place to begin, lies at the very
core of education—with teaching itself. “The most consistent and
powerful predictors of student achievement in mathematics and
science are full teaching certification and a college major in the
field being taught.” Therefore, the Commission suggests that we
“establish an ongoing system to improve the quality of mathe-
matics and science teaching in grades K-12” and that we “increase
significantly the number of mathematics and science teachers and
improve the quality of their preparation.”

These sentiments are echoed by the National Research Council
in its 2001 “Educating Teachers of Science, Mathematics, and
Technology” report. The Council notes:

If the nation is to make the continuous improvements
needed in teaching, we need to make a science out of
teacher education—using evidence and analysis to build an
effective system of teacher preparation and professional
development.

The Council found that teacher education must be a continuous
process involving schools of education, school districts, practicing
professionals, and higher education faculty in a collaborative part-
nership with shared responsibility for teacher education. Teachers
must be treated as professionals with ongoing professional develop-
ment to allow them to grow within their profession and to take on
new responsibilities. The measure of the success of any teacher
education program should be how well their students achieve.

In an effort to begin to address the challenge of improving math
and science learning and teaching, the BEST Act authorizes $500
million in fiscal year 2002 for the establishment of mathematics
and science partnerships linking the math and science departments
of institutions of higher education with States and local school dis-
tricts. The partnership program is included as subpart 1 of part B.

Partnerships may use funds to conduct 1 or more of the following
activities: (1) developing more rigorous math and science curricula
aligned to State and local standards and with the standards ex-
pected for postsecondary study in mathematics and science, respec-
tively; (2) creating opportunities for enhanced and ongoing profes-
sional development in content areas; (3) recruiting math and
science majors to teaching; (4) promoting strong teaching skills for
math and science teachers and teacher educators; (5) establishing
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math and science summer workshops or institutes for teachers; (6)
establishing distance learning programs for math and science
teachers; (7) designing programs to prepare a teacher to provide
professional development to other teachers and novice teachers;
and (8) designing programs to bring teachers into contact with
working scientists.

The committee has included a definition of summer workshops or
institutes to make clear that such workshops or institutes are to
be substantial and sustained programs. Specifically, they must be
conducted for a period of at least 2 weeks, provide for direct inter-
action between students and faculty, and include followup training
during the academic year.

The committee also encourages local educational agencies to cre-
ate various financial incentives to help recruit individuals with
strong mathematics or science backgrounds into the teaching field.
Current rewards, incentives, and school environments are not ade-
quate to attract large numbers of the best students to teaching or
to encourage them to remain in the profession beyond the first few
years of teaching. These problems are exacerbated in science and
mathematics, where teacher shortages already exists in many parts
of the United States and are expected to grow worse over the next
decade. The lack of teachers with adequate content knowledge and
pedagogical skills for teaching science and mathematics is espe-
cially acute in small rural and inner-city schools, where science or
mathematics departments may consist of only 1 or 2 individuals
and a given teacher may be required to teach several different sub-
ject areas every day.

The committee believes that several financial incentives could be
used to help recruit and retain math and science teachers with
strong math and science skills. Stipends could be provided to cur-
rent mathematics teachers and science teachers for certification
through alternative routes. A local educational agency could offer
money for scholarships for teachers to pursue advanced course
work in math or science. Additionally, the local educational agency
could offer signing bonuses or performance bonuses to math and
science teachers. The committee encourages local educational agen-
cies to create programs that will be effective in recruiting individ-
uals with strong mathematics or science backgrounds into the
teaching field.

Subpart 2 of part B provides for the continuation of the Eisen-
hower Clearinghouse for Mathematics and Science Education, au-
thorizing $5 million in fiscal year 2002 for this purpose. The func-
tions of the Clearinghouse are expanded to include the develop-
ment of an Internet-based site offering a search mechanism and in-
cluding electronic links to users and providers of instructional ma-
terials and programs.

Subpart 3 of part B authorizes $150 million in fiscal year 2002
to support programs preparing teachers to use technology effec-
tively. Funds must be used to create programs that enable prospec-
tive teachers to use advanced technology to create learning envi-
ronments where all students are prepared to meet challenging
State standards.

Subpart 4 of part B provides that the Secretary of Education
must consult and coordinate activities under part B with the Direc-
tor of the National Science Foundation. The committee believes
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that it is particularly important that the Secretary and the Direc-
tor work together to determine the most appropriate and effective
role each of their agencies can play with respect to summer work-
shops or institutes.

Part C—Technology education

First authorized as part of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act in 1994, Federal educational technology programs have
made a significant and positive difference in increasing access to
technology in our public school classrooms. These Federal dollars
have played a significant role in making technology more prevalent
and effectively used in our Nation’s classrooms.

The BEST Act combines the competitively awarded Technology
Challenge Grant program into a new formula-based grant program
to the States modeled after the Technology Literacy Challenge pro-
gram authorized under current law. Since the Challenge Grant pro-
gram was first created, it has funded numerous cutting-edge model
programs in schools. At this juncture, the committee believes it is
important to provide the States with additional sources of dedi-
cated funding so that many of these model programs can be rep-
licated and so that a broad range of school districts across the
country can benefit.

While the committee was mindful of the extraordinary advances
made in the area of educational technology, the members also rec-
ognized there is still a long way to go in making technology an ef-
fective educational tool for all students in the nation. The com-
mittee is committed to the concept of eliminating the Digital Divide
in the Nation’s schools. Therefore, it was the committee’s intent to
give priority to those local educational agencies which serve the
highest number or percentage of children in poverty in both urban
and rural parts of each State and to provide grants to local edu-
cational agencies of a sufficient size and duration to carry out the
purposes of this part.

The BEST Act reaffirms the Federal commitment to educational
technology. Throughout the legislation, the committee has incor-
porated provisions related to educational technology in recognition
of the “next wave” of educational technology: that is—effectively in-
tegrating it into the everyday learning activities of the student.
The committee’s actions acknowledge the importance of “not sepa-
rating technology from learning.” It is the intent of the committee
to encourage the integration of technology with learning by requir-
ing that both the State and the local educational agencies submit
a systemic educational technology plan that outlines how tech-
nology will improve student outcomes and how the activities fund-
ed in the BEST Act fit into that plan. With the same intent, the
committee has also required that professional development in the
integration of technology into the curriculum be a large part of the
use of local funds. The BEST Act maintains a separate funding
stream for educational technology programs in an effort to ensure
that the Federal Government continues to provide leadership and
support for strengthening and integrating educational technology
in classrooms throughout the Nation.
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Part D—Portability of teacher pensions and credentials

Part D authorizes the establishment of a 9-member National
Panel of Portability of Teacher Pensions and Credentials. Members
are to be appointed by the Secretary from among practitioners and
experts with experience relating to teacher pensions and creden-
tials. The panel is to study options for increasing reciprocity of rec-
ognition of teacher credentials and portability of teacher pensions
between States.

TITLE III—MOVING LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS TO
ENGLISH FLUENCY

Programs under part A of title III are designed to provide edu-
cational assistance to students with limited English proficiency to
help them meet challenging State standards. The BEST Act repeals
the authorization for Program Development and Implementation
grants and weaves the purposes of the program into other initia-
tives funded under this title. The committee also decided to com-
bine Comprehensive School grants and System-wide Improvement
grants into 1 program. Grants awarded under this initiative will be
used for activities such as improving instructional programs, train-
ing school personnel, and implementing family education or parent
outreach programs.

One significant change the committee has included in the BEST
Act pertains to grant priority. In awarding grants, the Secretary
shall give priority to an applicant: (1) who experiences a dramatic
increase in the number or percentage of limited English proficient
students enrolled in the applicant’s program and has limited or no
experience in serving limited English proficient students; (2) that
is a local educational agency that serves a school district with a
total enrollment less than 10,000 students; (3) who demonstrates
a proven record of success in helping limited English proficient stu-
dents; (4) who proposes initiatives that provide for the development
of bilingual proficiency both in English and another language for
all participating students; or (5) who serves a school district in
which a large percentage or number of limited English students is
enrolled.

The BEST Act retains the State grant program. The committee
believes that it is important to increase the minimum funding level
from $100,000 to $200,000. A funding level of $300 million is au-
thorized for fiscal year 2002.

The Foreign Language Assistance program included as part B of
title III provides competitive grant assistance to State or local edu-
cational agencies to provide foreign language study for elementary
and secondary school students. The BEST Act extends this pro-
gram through fiscal year 2008 and adds provisions giving special
consideration to grant applications which make effective use of
technology, promote innovative activities, or are carried out
through a consortium. A funding level of $35 million is authorized
for fiscal year 2002.

The Emergency Immigrant Education program included as part
C of title III provides funds to local educational agencies that expe-
rience unexpectedly large increases in their student populations
due to immigration to assist with the education of those students.
A funding level of $200 million is authorized for fiscal year 2002.
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TITLE IV—SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES

Part A—State grants

The committee has made substantial revisions to the Safe and
Drug-Free Schools and Communities program in an effort to in-
crease the accountability for the use of Federal funds and to ensure
that effective, research-based programs are funded with Federal
dollars. By better directing the use of Federal funds under this pro-
gram, it is the committee’s intent to improve efforts to provide all
of our Nation’s students a safe and nurturing learning environ-
ment. Recent tragedies in our Nation’s schools have heightened at-
tention to the devastating impact that an unsafe environment can
have on learning. The committee believes strongly that every
school in this Nation should be violence-free as well as drug- and
alcohol-free and has strengthened the current program to better
achieve those goals. The committee also believes that involving par-
ents in violence and drug prevention programs is important.

Part B—Gun possession

The Gun-Free Schools provisions currently contained in part F of
title XIV are transferred to part B of title IV. These provisions,
which were first enacted in 1994, require States receiving funds
under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act to have laws
requiring local educational agencies to expel from school for at
least 1 year any student who brings a weapon to school.

The Report of State Implementation of the Gun-Free Schools
Act—School Year 1998-99 issued in October 2000 indicates that an
estimated 3,523 students were expelled for bringing a firearm to
school. Fifty-seven percent of the 1998-99 expulsions involved high
school students; 33 percent involved junior high students; and the
remaining 10 percent involved elementary school students.

Part C—School safety and violence prevention

Part C includes a number of new provisions dealing with: school
safety and violence prevention activities; school uniforms; transfer
of school disciplinary records; and employee background checks.
These provisions are virtually identical to provisions dealing with
these subjects which were approved by the Senate in 1999 as part
of the Juvenile Justice reauthorization bill (S. 254).

Part D—Environmental tobacco smoke

The bill transfers to part D of title IV the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act the environmental tobacco smoke provisions
currently contained in part C of title X of the Goals 2000: Educate
America Act. These provisions prohibit smoking within any indoor
facility used for the provision of education, routine health care, day
care, library services, or early childhood development to children.

TITLE V—PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE AND FLEXIBILITY
Part A—Public school choice

Subpart 1—Public charter schools

The BEST Act continues and maintains the Public Charter
Schools program as provided in current law, authorizing a funding
level of 5190 million for fiscal year 2002. Last considered in 1998,
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the Charter Schools program was amended to increase and
strengthen accountability, promote dissemination, and support
technical assistance, evaluation and research on model charter
school programs.

Subpart 2—Magnet Schools Assistance Program

The Magnet Schools Assistance Program (MSAP) provides com-
petitive grants to local educational agencies for magnet schools that
are intended to reduce, eliminate, or prevent minority group isola-
tion in elementary and secondary schools and to strengthen stu-
dents’ knowledge of academic or vocational subjects. In order to be
eligible for a grant, a local educational agency must be a partici-
pant in a court-ordered or voluntary desegregation plan. Magnet
schools provide a special curriculum intended to be attractive to
substantial numbers of students of different races.

The BEST Act continues the Magnet Schools Assistance Program
and includes several new elements designed to: improve the capac-
ity of local educational agencies to continue operating magnet
schools after the grant has ended; increase the allowable use of
funds for planning; clarify the critical role of professional develop-
ment; and enhance the quality of the program. The fiscal year 2002
authorization level is $125 million.

The current law lists 4 uses of funds: (1) planning; (2) acquisition
of books and materials; (3) payment or subsidization of the com-
pensation of teachers and instructional staff who are necessary for
the conduct of the program; and (4) for schools whose magnet pro-
gram does not include all students enrolled in the school. The
BEST Act adds 3 new uses of funds to those in current law. Grant
funds may be used: (1) for professional development in order to
build the capacity to operate the magnet school once Federal assist-
ance has terminated; (2) to enable the local educational agency to
have more flexibility in the administration of a magnet school pro-
gram in order to serve students attending a school who are not en-
rolled in a magnet school program; and (3) to enable the local edu-
cational agency to have flexibility in designing magnet schools for
students of all grades.

The addition of professional development as a use of funds is par-
ticularly important. Clarification is needed in the law regarding
professional development as a separate activity from planning.
Therefore, it is the committee’s intent that professional develop-
ment be considered a core use of funds, and not as planning.
Trained, qualified teachers and staff are critical to the success of
magnet school as well as any other school and these changes en-
sure that the magnet schools law reflects these priorities.

Subpart 3—Public school choice

The Public School Choice provisions of the BEST Act allocates
funds to States, which—in turn—distribute them to local edu-
cational agencies to carry out school improvement activities. Each
local educational agency receiving funds under this subpart or
under part A of title I, with the exception of local educational agen-
cies located in a States which receives a minimum grant, must pro-
vide all students enrolled in a school identified for school improve-
ment with the option to transfer to another public school within the
agency that has not been identified for school improvement. An ex-
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ception is provided in cases where the option to transfer is prohib-
ited by State or local law. If a local educational agency can dem-
onstrate to the State educational agency that it lacks the capacity
to provide all students with the option to transfer, the agency must
permit as many students as possible—selected on an equitable
basis—to transfer. A funding level of $225 million is authorized for
fiscal year 2002.

Part B—Flexibility

Overview

Part B of title V includes a broad array of flexibility options for
States and localities. A variety of current law provisions dealing
with waivers, program coordination, consolidated applications, and
related authorities are incorporated into title V, permitting State
and local officials to find in one place the options available to them.
New rural flexibility provisions offer opportunities to combine Fed-
eral education funds in ways which will make the most effective
use of these funds in meeting the individual needs of small, rural
schools and their students. In addition, part B includes the Innova-
tive Education Program Strategies program, authorized under cur-
rent law as title VI. This program offers the funds and the discre-
tion to local school districts which permit them to address their
most pressing local needs.

Subpart 1—Education flexibility partnerships

Subpart 1 includes the provisions of the Education Flexibility
Partnership Act, which was signed into law in 1999 (Public Law
106-25) as a free-standing bill. This act allows State educational
agencies to waive certain Federal requirements, along with related
State requirements, for the purpose of raising the achievement of
all students.

Subpart 2—Rural education initiative

The purpose of subpart 2 is to provide adequate funding to rural
school districts to enhance their ability to recruit and retain teach-
ers, strengthen the quality of instruction, and improve student
achievement. Through flexibility provisions and a supplemental
grant program, rural school districts will have the ability to maxi-
mize their resources for implementation of education reform strate-
gies.

The programs authorized in subpart 2 are designed to address
two unique problems facing small, rural districts. The Elementary
and Secondary Education Act authorizes formula and competitive
grants that allow many of our local school districts to improve the
education of their students. These Federal grants support efforts to
promote such laudable goals as the professional development of
teachers, the incorporation of technology into the classroom, and
making sure our schools provide safe learning environments for our
children. Schools receive several categorical grants supporting
these programs, each with its own authorized activities and regula-
tions and each with its own red tape and paperwork.

Unfortunately, as valuable as these programs may be for thou-
sands of predominantly urban and suburban school districts, they
simply do not work well in rural areas. This is because the grants
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are based on school district enrollment. These individual grants
confront smaller schools with a dilemma; namely, they simply may
not receive enough funding from any single grant to carry out
meaningful activities.

Chapter 1, the Small, Rural School Achievement Program, will
allow a district with an enrollment of fewer than 600 students to
combine the funds from programs authorized under titles II and IV
and subpart 4 of part B of title V and use the funds to support
projects that bring about improved academic achievement. If stu-
dent performance on assessments does not improve at the end of
3 years of participation in the program, the district may no longer
participate.

Small rural schools face equally difficult challenges when at-
tempting to compete for competitive grants. These schools must
dedicate all of their resources to the primary task of educating stu-
dents. They lack the personnel and resources to prepare successful
applications.

To address this issue, participating local educational agencies are
eligible to receive a supplemental grant that, when combined with
other Federal dollars, will enable these small rural schools to offer
programs and activities of sufficient size, scope, and quality to have
a significant impact upon student and school performance.

Chapter 2, the Low-Income and Rural School Program, is de-
signed to meet the needs of rural school districts serving large
numbers of disadvantaged students. Local educational agencies re-
siding in rural communities are eligible to receive funds from this
program if 20 percent of the children they serve are from families
living below the poverty level. A local educational agency will not
be permitted to continue to participate in the program if student
performance has not increased after 3 years.

A funding level of $300 million is authorized to support these
programs during fiscal year 2002, of which $125 million is to be
made first available to carry out chapter 1.

Subpart 3—Waivers

Subpart 3 includes the waiver provisions currently included as
part D of title XIV. These provisions offer broad authority for the
waiver of statutory or regulatory requirements of the act in order
to increase the quality of instruction or improve academic perform-
ance.

Subpart 4—Innovative Education Program Strategies

The purpose of the Innovative Education Program Strategies pro-
gram is to provide funds to local educational programs for the im-
plementation of initiatives that support school improvement and
reform efforts with the goal of advancing student performance. To
accomplish this purpose, States allocate funds to local school dis-
tricts for an array of activities such as professional development,
technology, and library services.

This program was created 20 years ago in response to the calls
from State and local educational agencies that they be given the
flexibility to respond to the education reform needs of their local
communities. It remains the most flexible source of education funds
provided by the Federal government. The Title VI Effectiveness
Evaluation for 1998 prepared by the Title VI National Steering
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Committee included the following observation from an Arkansas
school district official:

Title VI is the only Federal program where schools can
actually use money that isn’t previously directed to a need
identified by those outside the school. As our needs
change, the program has the flexibility to change with us.
The funds are most beneficial when they are used with
other funding sources to work toward improving targeted
areas identified by the district.

The funding level authorized for the Innovative Education Pro-
gram Strategies program is $850 million for fiscal year 2002.

Part C—General flexibility authorities

Part C includes the “Flexibility in the Use of Administrative and
Other Funds” currently included as part B of title XIV. These pro-
visions permit States and localities to consolidate administrative
funds from several Federal programs.

Part D—Coordination of programs; consolidated State and local
plans and applications

Part D includes the “Coordination of Programs; Consolidated
State and Local Plans and Applications” provisions currently in-
cluded as part C of title XIV. These provisions permit the submis-
sion of a single plan for several different programs at both the
State and local levels.

Part E—Advanced Placement Program

The Advanced Placement Program was initially authorized as
part of the Higher Education Amendments of 1998. The BEST Act
adds the program to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
and expands its purposes. The committee recognizes that having
rigorous academic programs available to students provides those
young people with better preparation for postsecondary study and
has adopted this program to ensure that the opportunity is avail-
able to more students. A funding level of $50 million is authorized
for fiscal year 2002.

TITLE VI—PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Part A—Parental assistance

The Parental Information and Resource Centers, established
under the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, has been incorporated
into the BEST Act. The committee bill strengthens provisions that
focus on partnerships among parents, teachers, principals, adminis-
trators, and other school personnel. A funding level of $50 million
is authorized for fiscal year 2002.

Part B—Improving academic achievement

Part B is intended to support the accountability provisions of the
act by providing financial assistance to States for the development
and implementation of assessments and for State participation in
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). In addi-
tion, it provides for one-time bonus payments to States that de-
velop the new assessments required by the BEST Act in advance
of the deadlines included in the bill.
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Further support for strong accountability is provided through a
system of awards and sanctions tied to student achievement levels.

Both States and schools are eligible for awards. “Achievement in
Education Awards” will be granted to States that make the most
progress in improving educational achievement. The Secretary is to
give greatest weight to a State’s success in improving the perform-
ance of economically disadvantaged and minority students, as
measured by State assessments and by the State NAEP. Other
measures to be taken into account include the achievement of all
students, improved English proficiency of limited English proficient
students, increased high school graduation percentages, and in-
creased percentage of students taking advanced coursework.

“No Child Left Behind Awards” will be granted to schools that
have made greatest progress in improving the educational achieve-
ment of economically disadvantaged students.

Penalties will be assessed on States that—based on State assess-
ment and State NAEP results—fail to make adequate yearly
progress and whose economically disadvantaged and minority stu-
dents fail to make statistically significant progress in the academic
subjects for which the State has developed content and student per-
formance standards. After 2 years of insufficient progress, the Sec-
retary is required to reduce up to 30 percent of the State’s adminis-
trative funds. After 3 such years, the Secretary is required to re-
duce up to 75 percent of the State’s administrative funds.

Funding levels in part B include: $400 million for fiscal year
2002 to develop and implement the required assessments, $110
million for fiscal year 2002 to administer State assessments under
NAEP, and $50 million for fiscal year 2002 for the Fund to Improve
Education Achievement. This Fund will be used for awards and bo-
nuses, as well as for improvement activities, such as character edu-
cation, that are designed to promote the improvement of elemen-
tary and secondary education.

TITLE VII—INDIAN, NATIVE HAWAIIAN, AND ALASKA NATIVE
EDUCATION

Part A—Indian education

Part A modifies and improves educational services provided for
American Indian and Alaska Native students. The committee has
included four new activities